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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. LAHOOD).

————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 2, 2005.

I hereby appoint the Honorable RAY
LAHOOD to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

PRAYER

The Reverend Aubry L. Wallace,
Chaplain, Chilton County Sheriff’s De-
partment, Clanton, Alabama, offered
the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, I pray Your protec-
tion for this assembled body. May the
brightness of Your countenance shine
upon them. Keep them in Your hand
and give them the assurance of Your
walk with them as they go about the
business of deliberating the affairs of
our beloved country.

May they find in You the strength to
withstand those who criticize. Give
them the humility to accept aid when
offered and the courage to do the right
thing.

Holy Father, make them aware of
Your presence as they take part in this
divinely appointed experiment we call
human government. Then at the end of
the day let them know, all that is re-
quired of you is to love mercy, do just-
ly, to walk only with their God, and in
his Holy name we pray. Amen.

————
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the

last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. SHIMKUS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

——————

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed a bill of the
following title in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. 167. An act to provide for the protection
of intellectual property rights, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 93-618, as
amended by Public Law 100-418, the
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore and upon the recommendation
of the Chairman of the Committee on
Finance, appoints the following Mem-
bers of the Committee on Finance as
congressional advisers on trade policy
and negotiations:

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASS-
LEY),

The Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH),

The Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
LoTT),

The Senator from Montana (Mr. BAU-
CUs), and

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
ROCKEFELLER).

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will receive 10 one-minute
speeches on each side.

——————

RECOGNITION OF GUEST
CHAPLAIN WALLACE

(Mr. BACHUS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, our pray-
er today was offered by Pastor Aubry
Wallace. Pastor Wallace is joined by
his wife, Shirley. They just celebrated
their 51st anniversary. Pastor Wallace
and Shirley are the parents of four
children. Three of them are serving our
country and have served our country.

Their son was in the Navy and was
deceased while serving. They have an-
other son, who is a Marine, and another
that has served in the Air Force.

He has pastored three churches in
Chilton County, where he is beloved.
He also serves as a chaplain for the
Chilton County Sheriff’s Department,
and one of the things I am most proud
of him is for his ministry to prisoners
there in the Chilton County Jail. He
has and is making a difference. He is
over a 20-year veteran of the Air Force,
where he served in Vietnam for 7 years.

So we are very proud of him this
morning and thank him very much.

———

SUPPORT FOR ALBERTO
GONZALES

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
Judge Alberto Gonzales is a true Amer-
ican success story, an embodiment of
the American dream. He deserves to be
confirmed as Attorney General. He was
born in Humble, Texas, to immigrant
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counsel to then Governor Bush and
counsel to the President of the United
States.

I am truly inspired by Judge
Gonzales and his outstanding contribu-
tions to our Nation. He is a highly
qualified nominee who is a true Amer-
ican success story and a source of pride
for Hispanics across the country.

I urge my colleagues across the
Chamber to do what is best for Amer-
ica and confirm Judge Gonzales.

———
MISSING $9 BILLION IN IRAQ

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, the
state of the Union is asleep. This ad-
ministration cannot account for $9 bil-
lion it controlled in Iraq for a 9-month
period ending last October. Wake up,
America.

While $9 billion went unaccounted
for, the administration did not have
enough money for bullet-proof vests or
armor-plated protection for troops. It
fought against increasing the combat
death benefit and cut veterans benefits.
Yet, for 9 months, an average of $30
million a day, totaling $9 billion, could
not be accounted for by the adminis-
tration’s Coalition Provisional Author-
ity, according to the Inspector General.
Do we hear a grand jury stirring?

Was the $9 billion stolen? Was it used
for bribes for peace or rent-a-friend or
a paid assassin program? Was it fun-
neled elsewhere to spend money to fo-
ment chaos, disorder and violence?

The administration could not find
WMDs, Osama bin Laden, and now $9
billion is unaccounted for. They want
another $80 billion, while Halliburton
makes a Kkilling on overcharges. And
they want us to trust them with Social
Security? I do not think so.

Wake up, America. Your democracy
is disappearing.

——

JUDGE ALBERTO GONZALES

(Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, the attempts to
delay and derail the confirmation of
Alberto Gonzales as Attorney General
of the United States are wrong and ob-
jectionable.

This is the fifth time that President
Bush has asked Alberto Gonzales to
serve his country. As counsel to the
President, as chief advisor to then Gov-
ernor Bush, as a Texas Supreme Court
justice, as Texas Secretary of State,
Alberto Gonzales has always served his
Governor, his President and his coun-
try with honor, integrity and distinc-
tion.

This man of humble beginnings who
has achieved so much personifies the
American dream. Hispanics throughout
America are proud of him, as all Amer-
icans will be of our next Attorney Gen-
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eral. Enough obstruction rooted in
petty partisanship. It is time for the
Senate to confirm Alberto Gonzales as
United States Attorney General.

———

WOMEN AND SOCIAL SECURITY

(Ms. SOLIS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
to denounce the phony Social Security
crisis that the President is trying to
sell the American public. As the new
Democratic Chair of the Women’s Cau-
cus, I am especially concerned because
women are the first targets to be
thrown off the lifeboat. Women ac-
count for 70 percent of all Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries older than 85 years of
age. Women depend more on Social Se-
curity because they often live longer
than their spouses, anywhere from 7 to
10 years. Many have less retirement
savings because they stopped working
to raise their children and to take time
out to take care of a family member.

In the community I represent in East
Los Angeles and the San Gabriel Val-
ley, there are nearly 60,000 Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries. Many are disabled
women, widows and wives who rely
very heavily on their hard-earned
monthly Social Security benefits.

Democrats believe that all American
workers should get the benefits they
paid into. We will fight to improve the
Social Security system, not dismantle
it. As one of my colleagues said, ‘‘Let’s
not throw grandma out with the bath
water.”

———
IRAQI ELECTIONS

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, 3 weeks
ago, I was able to go to Amman, Jor-
dan, with the Iraqi Women’s Caucus to
meet with candidates for the upcoming
election. I have got a few e-mails from
some of them since the election that I
would like to share.

One wrote:

“My finger is still the color of ink
and I'm not afraid. It is a shame to be
afraid while others who couldn’t walk
on their legs, but they came to the bal-
lot stations and voted and dipped their
fingers in ink. I am very proud of my
people. Yes, they suffered a lot and
they wanted to end this suffering. The
first step was their voting without
fear.”

Another one said:

“We heard an explosion that was
made by a suicide bomber, but I was
very surprised and so proud when I saw
other people who didn’t yet vote go,
‘Ha, ha ha. It is okay. The terrorists
cannot prevent us from voting and we
will vote after half an hour from this
explosion.””

Another one wrote saying:

“It is a great honor for us as can-
didates to represent this people which
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proved they were true living nation in
spite of mass graves which was made
by the last regime and terrorists. The
Iraqis which I have the honor to be one
of them were braver than their lead-
ers.”

Finally, the last e-mail I received:

“It was a big day.”

To my friends, the candidates in the
Iraq election, I am very proud of you. I
am very proud of the Iraqi people. I,
too, agree it was a very big day, not
just for Iraq but for the world.

—————

OUSTER OF VETERANS
COMMITTEE CHAIR

(Mr. STRICKLAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, my
Republican colleagues are willing to
stand on this floor in support of nomi-
nee Gonzales, but the sad fact is they
were not willing to stand up and sup-
port their own colleague, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

The gentleman from New Jersey is
arguably the most pro-life Member of
this House, a true conservative. But
that was not enough for this Repub-
lican leadership. This good man, who
had been on the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs for 24 years, was removed
of that committee, deprived of his
chairmanship, because he spoke out for
veterans and their needs.

Speaker HASTERT received a letter
from 10 national veterans’ organiza-
tions, the American Legion, Veterans
of Foreign Wars, Military Order of the
Purple Heart, Paralyzed Veterans of
America, Vietnam Veterans of Amer-
ica, Disabled American Veterans,
AMVETS, Blinded Veterans Associa-
tion, Jewish War Veterans and Non-
commissioned Officers, all urging
Speaker HASTERT to Kkeep the gen-
tleman from New Jersey as the chair-
man of the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. He was removed.

If your leadership can do it to the
gentleman from New Jersey, it can do
it to you, my friends.

———

FREE FLOW OF INFORMATION ACT

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1 month
ago, we stood in this assembled Cham-
ber and pledged ourselves to support
and defend the Constitution of the
United States of America. Chief among
the rights enumerated in that Con-
stitution is the freedom of the press.
Unfortunately, last year almost a
dozen reporters were served or threat-
ened with jail sentences in at least
three different Federal jurisdictions for
refusing to reveal confidential sources.
Compelling reporters to testify and, in
particular, compelling them to reveal
the identity of their confidential
sources is a detriment to the public in-
terest. Without the promise of con-
fidentiality, many important conduits
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dozen reporters were served or threat-
ened with jail sentences in at least
three different Federal jurisdictions for
refusing to reveal confidential sources.
Compelling reporters to testify and, in
particular, compelling them to reveal
the identity of their confidential
sources is a detriment to the public in-
terest. Without the promise of con-
fidentiality, many important conduits
of information about government ac-
tivity would be shut down.

Today, 31 States and the District of
Columbia have various statutes that
protect reporters from being compelled
to testify and disclose sources of infor-
mation in court, but there is no Fed-
eral protection. Mr. Speaker, today,
along with the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BOUCHER), I will introduce
the Free Flow of Information Act. This
important legislation will provide re-
porters with protection from being
compelled to disclose sources of infor-
mation in any Federal criminal or civil
case without meeting strict criteria.

“Our liberty cannot be guarded but
by the freedom of the press, nor that be
limited without danger of losing it.”
Thomas Jefferson said that, and he was
right. I urge my colleagues to join us
in cosponsoring the Free Flow of Infor-
mation Act and press for its immediate
adoption.

———

SOCIAL SECURITY

(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, the
President talks loosely and loudly of
the pending crisis, the bankruptcy of
Social Security. Under pessimistic as-
sumptions, 40 or 50 years from today,
Social Security might only be able to
pay 75 percent, or more, of benefits.
That could be described as a possible
potential future problem but certainly
not an immediate crisis and a long way
from bankruptcy.

So what does the President propose?
Privatization which would actually
make Social Security shortfall certain,
precipitate the crisis. He would man-
date a 40 percent cut in benefits. Think
of it. To solve the problem, a possible
reduction in benefits by 25 percent, he
mandates up front a 40 percent cut,
then would borrow $2 trillion, put that
on the back of the taxpayers and future
workers so people could gamble pos-
sibly to try and make up that shortfall
through privatized accounts and most
probably would fail.

What a deal. Let us get real about it.
Let us fix Social Security, not destroy
it.

———

MILITARY RECRUITER ACCESS TO
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
LEARNING

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker,
there are few greater causes than serv-
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ing your Nation. Generations of Ameri-
cans from every single walk of life
have dedicated themselves to defending
our Nation as part of the United States
Armed Forces. They are worthy of our
thanks, our praise, and over the past
few days we have watched them bring
great honor to our Nation.

Yet today many of our country’s law
schools are treating America’s military
with disdain and disrespect.

0 1015

I bet there are millions of Americans
who have no idea that many of the Na-
tion’s elite law schools, schools that
receive tax dollars in the form of loan
subsidies and grants, are refusing to
allow military recruiters on campus.
They allow the well-heeled law firms
from New York, from Washington, Chi-
cago on campus to recruit; but they
say no to this Nation’s military.

I ask all my colleagues to join the
gentleman from California (Chairman
HUNTER) in his efforts today to ensure
that our institutions of higher learning
treat the American military with the
respect and the access that it deserves.
I ask them to support House Concur-
rent Resolution 36.

———
EXPRESSING SADNESS UPON
PASSING OF JUDGE HENRY
LATIMER

(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to express great
sadness about the tragic death of my
good friend, former Broward Circuit
Court Judge Henry Latimer.

Known by his friends as ‘‘Lat,” Henry
Latimer was an extraordinary gen-
tleman who achieved great success as a
teacher, lawyer, judge, and trial attor-
ney. Growing up in Jacksonville’s
projects, he attended segregated
schools and was initially unable to sup-
plement scholarship offers he had re-
ceived from colleges around the coun-
try. Instead, he chose to serve in the
United States Marines for 3 years and
went on to teach economics and his-
tory at Dillard High School in Fort
Lauderdale, Florida. His achievements
are too numerous to mention without
great prolixity.

Many, as I, relied on him as a mentor
and friend. Judge Latimer and I be-
came close personal friends in law
school and while he was serving on the
bench and in our fraternity. He has
been an invaluable source of support.
He has made profound contributions to
the legal community in Florida as ex-
emplified by his impressive achieve-
ment. I will greatly miss his wise coun-
sel, compassion, and unwavering per-
sonal support during the good times
and the bad. As a friend, the loss is
simply immeasurable.

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by
again expressing my great sadness on
the behalf of the House of Representa-
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tives. I offer my deepest sympathies to
Judge Latimer’s family: his wife, Mil-
dred; and his two daughters and other
family members.

———————

PRAISING THE PEOPLE OF IRAQ

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, having served as poll man-
ager, poll watcher, county election
commissioner, State ballot security co-
ordinator, campaign manager, and can-
didate, I know firsthand the challenges
of free elections.

In our developed democracy, we are
confronted with serious problems of se-
curing polling locations, recruiting
poll workers, printing intelligible bal-
lots, finding dedicated managers, pro-
viding current poll lists. The chal-
lenges are endless, but unlike Iraqi vot-
ers, we have rarely been asked to brave
bullets, bombs, and terrorist thugs on
our way to the polls.

The millions of Iraqi voters are to be
commended for their bravery. I also
credit the Iraqi security forces, Amer-
ican servicemembers, and coalition
troops for securing the over-5,000 poll-
ing sites across the nation.

The success of Sunday’s election is a
tangible fulfillment of the vision of
President George W. Bush and proves
that democracy abroad is the best way
to protect American families at home.
Terrorist extremists cannot and will
not survive in free nations.

In conclusion, may God bless our
troops, and we will never forget Sep-
tember 11.

—————

THE PRESIDENT’S STATE OF THE
UNION ADDRESS

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, tonight the President will
converse with the American people.
And I hope that he will announce to-
night, as I join and support him, the in-
crease of the survivor benefit for those
who have lost their lives in battle in
the United States military to $250,000
and to those who die in the service of
the military whether in battle or not,
the $250,000 survivor benefit to their
families. It is long overdue.

Mr. President, use the bully pulpit
for that legislation to be passed imme-
diately on behalf of America’s military
families. I do believe it is crucially im-
portant that the President announces
to the American people the next step
after the democratic elections in Iraq.
Tell us the exit strategy for our troops
and the strategy for rebuilding Iraq
and returning our troops home to their
families. Now is the time to respond to
the needs of the American people as we
build with the Iraqi people the next
step of freedom.

And then I believe it is important to
tell the American people that you are
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not going to betray them by elimi-
nating Social Security. Social Security
is not a retirement benefit. It is also a
survivors benefit for children and the
disabled. It is time now to recognize
that we invested in Social Security. Do
not betray us. Tell the American peo-
ple how we can move forward together.

—————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Members are reminded to ad-
dress their remarks to the Chair and
not to the President.

——————

IN SUPPORT OF ALBERTO
GONZALES AS ATTORNEY GEN-
ERAL

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to honor and also sup-
port the nomination of Judge Alberto
Gonzales to serve as Attorney General
of the United States. Judge Gonzales
has served as counsel to the President,
a jurist on the Supreme Court of Texas,
Secretary of State and chief elections
officer in Texas, as well as then-Gov-
ernor Bush’s chief counsel. Before join-
ing the Governor’s staff, he was one of
the first two minority partners with
the law firm of Vinson & Elkins in
Houston. Judge Gonzales is extremely
qualified to serve as our Nation’s At-
torney General.

Born in 19556 in San Antonio, Texas,
to Maria and Pablo Gonzales, two
Mexican-American migrant workers,
Judge Gonzales learned firsthand the
meaning of hard work, determination,
and integrity at a young age. He was
the first in his family to attend col-
lege, continued on to Harvard Law
School, served in the United States Air
Force, and later attended the U.S. Air
Force Academy.

Mr. Speaker, I have full confidence
that upon Senate confirmation, Judge
Gonzales will help protect Americans
from terrorism while also protecting
our rights as the Nation’s chief law en-
forcement officer. He will continue
working to bring those who commit
corporate fraud to justice, reforming
the FBI, and building on the Bush ad-
ministration’s success in reducing
crime.

It is an honor to support Judge
Gonzales. He is an outstanding Mexi-
can-American, an outstanding example
of the American Dream, and we will be
proud of his service to our Nation as
our Attorney General.

————

CONGRATULATING BOZEMAN,
MONTANA

(Mr. REHBERG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to call attention to one of my fa-
vorite cities in America: Bozeman,
Montana. Nestled in the scenic Bridger
mountain range, Bozeman draws visi-
tors from around the world for its first-
class outdoor recreational activities.
Yet it is more than a gateway to Mon-
tana’s natural splendor. It is a dynamic
center of commerce.

A recent study by the American Cit-
ies Business Journal named Bozeman
as the best small-business market in
the United States among cities with
fewer than 100,000 people. This comes
as no surprise since Bozeman has first-
rate public schools, has become a cen-
ter of science and technology in its
home to Montana State University.
Bozeman is the kind of community
where parents can let children play in
the neighborhoods and where people
still wave and say hello when one
passes them on the street. The experts
have now discovered what many of us
in Montana already knew: Bozeman is
a place with everything a business
needs to succeed.

I congratulate the city of Bozeman
for becoming the best small business
market in the country.

———

SOCIAL SECURITY MUST BE FIXED

(Mr. MCHENRY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, Social
Security must be fixed. It is not a ques-
tion of whether to do it or how to do it.
It is a question of when we do it. Be-
cause unless we act now, those workers
that are 20 years old now, in their mid-
20s, when they retire, the system is
going to be bankrupt.

In the 1950s when current retirees
were young workers, there were 16
workers supporting every one retiree.
Now there are only 3.3 workers per re-
tiree and by 2040 there are only going
to be two workers per retiree.

President Bush will outline his ideas
to fix Social Security tonight during
his State of the Union Address. It is an
issue so important to the future of
America, to my grandmother as well as
future generations of Americans. We
must act boldly, and our President to-
night will outline his strategy for a
lasting solution, not a temporary fix.
We must maintain our commitment to
those that are at or near retirement
age while allowing younger workers
such as myself to get a better return
on their Social Security investment.

Mr. Speaker, Social Security must be
fixed, and it is this Congress and this
President this year that will take on
this task.

———

FREE ELECTIONS IN IRAQ

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, 1
dipped my finger in purple ink today in
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symbolic unity and in support of the
free election in Iraq, the first free elec-
tion in the history of that country.
Their actions this weekend were not
about America or necessarily an en-
dorsement of everything we are doing,
although I think that was an effect of
it; but their actions were really about
a free country, about democracy, about
choice, about self-government and self-
determination, throwing off the shack-
les of oppression and joining the world
community. A 57 percent voter turnout
in the face and threat of death and de-
struction. Compare that to America, 61
percent just this November, and it was
the highest voting turnout in 38 years.
Or in my home county in Savannah,
Georgia, Chatham County, the last
time we elected a Governor, we had a
48 percent voter turnout and no one
was threatened with death or suicide
bombers or anything like that.

It took America 7 years to win the
Revolutionary War and then it was not
until 1789 that we threw out the Arti-
cles of Confederation and adopted our
Constitution. It has taken us many,
many years. For Iraq they have many
struggling years ahead, but they have
taken a very important first step.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on the motion to suspend the
rules on which a recorded vote or the
yeas and nays are ordered, or on which
the vote is objected to under clause 6 of
rule XX.

RECORD votes on postponed questions
will be taken later today.

COMMENDING PALESTINIAN PEO-
PLE FOR HOLDING FREE AND
FAIR PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution (H. Res. 56) commending
the Palestinian people for conducting a
free and fair presidential election on
January 9, 2005, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 56

Whereas on January 9, 2005, the Pales-
tinian people elected Mahmoud Abbas as the
second President of the Palestinian Author-
ity;

Whereas this election has been hailed as
free and fair and is an important and note-
worthy step in advancing democracy in the
Arab world;

Whereas Israel should be commended for
facilitating the Palestinian election pro-
ceedings;

Whereas the United States is hopeful that
a peaceful resolution of the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict can be achieved;

Whereas the United States is strongly
committed to the security of Israel and its
well-being as a Jewish state; and

Whereas on June 24, 2002, President George
W. Bush expressed his vision of two states
living side by side in peace and security and
that vision can only be fully realized when
terrorism is defeated, so that a new state
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may be created based on the rule of law and
respect for human rights: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) commends the Palestinian people for
conducting a free and fair presidential elec-
tion on January 9, 2005;

(2) congratulates the new Palestinian
President, Mahmoud Abbas;

(3) urges the new Palestinian leadership to
continue to advance democratic ideals by re-
forming the Palestinian political structure,
advancing human rights, and ending corrup-
tion;

(4) strongly condemns terrorism and urges
President Mahmoud Abbas, who has pre-
viously disavowed terrorism, to immediately
take steps to dismantle the Palestinian ter-
rorist infrastructure, confiscate unauthor-
ized weapons, arrest and bring terrorists to
justice, consolidate and control the many
Palestinian security organizations, and end
the incitement to violence and hatred in the
Palestinian media, educational institutions,
mosques, and other institutions;

(5) urges Arab states to take active steps
to encourage and assist the Palestinian Au-
thority in bringing an end to terrorism and
an end to anti-Israel incitement in their own
media; and

(6) encourages all interested parties to
take advantage of this historic opportunity
to remove obstacles to achieving a lasting
peace in the Middle East.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the resolution under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Today I rise in support of House Res-
olution 56, introduced by the House
leadership, commending the Pales-
tinian people for holding recent elec-
tions. This resolution is a reflection of
our support for President Bush when he
stated, ‘“The United States stands
ready to help the Palestinian people re-
alize their aspirations.”

The onus is on the Palestinian lead-
ership to demonstrate that they are
committed to moving peace forward by
bringing an end to Palestinian ter-
rorism. The election of Abu Mazen is a
hopeful first step. Eight hundred inter-
national observers monitored the re-
cent Palestinian presidential elections
and agreed that the will of the Pal-
estinians was adequately expressed.
Palestinians from all walks of life par-
ticipated in the elections, representing
approximately 70 percent of eligible
voters.

The Palestinian Central Election
Commission has been recognized for fa-
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cilitating a process whereby Palestin-
ians could vote in a positive voting at-
mosphere. Commission representatives
trained more than 16,000 electoral offi-
cials to staff the 2,800 polling sites
throughout the West Bank and Gaza
and conducted their operations in a
professional way.

The Palestinian presidential election
of January 9 of this year and the up-
coming parliamentary elections sched-
uled for this July represent an oppor-
tunity for Palestinians to affirm their
desire to end the violence and to forge
a government that can respond to their
needs.

We are guardedly optimistic about
Abu Mazen’s recent decision to ban the
use of unregistered weapons by civil-
ians.

We wish the new Palestinian leader-
ship success in achieving a lasting
peace and a prosperous future for both
the Israeli and the Palestinian people
and in building transparent institu-
tions accountable to the Palestinian
people.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the leader-
ship for bringing this resolution to the
floor today, and I ask my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.
Res. 56, and I want to commend the bi-
partisan leadership for introducing this
important resolution. I also want to
commend the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for her leader-
ship on this issue.

I fully endorse the message of this
resolution. The Palestinian people de-
serve our commendation for con-
ducting a free and fair election and for
electing as their leader a man who has
spoken out against the use of violence.

[ 1030

I salute Mahmoud Abbas for opposing
the intifada. Far too few Palestinians
have had the courage to do so.

The change of Palestinian leadership
has had a salutary effect on peace pros-
pects. I am encouraged by recent steps
taken by both Israel and the Palestin-
ians, steps that have reduced the level
of violence. I share the optimism of
many that, for the first time in years,
we now may have an opportunity to
make real progress toward peace.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is desirable
that this body welcome and contribute
to the improved atmosphere between
the parties. This resolution is an en-
tirely appropriate way to do so. But
what I would not want this body to do
is to contribute to unrealistically high
expectations. In that regard, I would
like to make two points which bear on
the subject of the resolution before us.

First of all, I respect the good inten-
tions of the new president of the Pales-
tinian Authority. I first met with Mr.
Abbas in Ramala on the eve of his be-
coming Prime Minister some 2 years
ago, and he emphasized to me his com-
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mitment to peace. But good intentions
and commitment will not be enough to
assure his success as a leader. In fact,
they are barely enough to get him off
the starting block.

To succeed, Mahmoud Abbas will
have to show backbone that, unfortu-
nately, he has not revealed in his pre-
vious high-level positions. As the reso-
lution correctly suggests, he will have
to take immediate and significant
steps to dismantle the Palestinian ter-
rorist infrastructure. He needs to con-
fiscate unauthorized weapons. He needs
to arrest and bring to justice the ter-
rorists who have engaged in so much
violent activity. He needs to consoli-
date and take charge of all Palestinian
security organizations, and he needs to
end anti-Israeli and anti-Semitic in-
citement in the Palestinian media,
schools, mosques, and all other institu-
tions.

Mr. Abbas is an intelligent man, and
he surely knows that, in the long run,
there is no such thing as a cease-fire
with terrorists. He will control and de-
feat the terrorists, or he will be con-
trolled and defeated by them. I am
hopeful that he will be up to the task.
I think he knows that, as the leader, he
does not have the option of giving in to
frustration and just walking away, as
he did during the Camp David negotia-
tions in 2000 and during his brief stint
as Arafat’s Prime Minister.

Although the incidence of violence
has declined in recent weeks, the infra-
structure of terrorism has, in many
ways, grown stronger and more sophis-
ticated. Kassam rockets that threaten
Israeli civilians inside and near the
Gaza Strip are becoming more accurate
and gaining greater distance. In my
travels to the region, I have discovered
that Iran and Hezbollah are increas-
ingly engaged with Palestinian terror-
ists.

Mr. Speaker, I think we must also
keep in mind that there is no moral
equivalence in the use of violence in
this struggle. The Israelis have no in-
terest in violence for the sake of vio-
lence but, unfortunately, some Pal-
estinians do. If the current lull in vio-
lence breaks down, I am certain it will
be because Abu Mazen could not con-
trol Palestinian terrorism.

Secondly, Mr. Speaker, we need to be
realistic about the current state of the
peace process and Israeli-Palestinian
relations. The Israeli government
which, since Prime Minister Sharon’s
recent coalition agreement with Labor
Party leader Shimon Peres, now in-
cludes Israel’s two largest parties, is
preparing to take an historic action. In
fact, it is the boldest, most creative act
in the peace process since the outbreak
of the intifada in September, 2000. The
government of Israel is preparing to re-
deploy its forces from the Gaza Strip
and to dismantle all of its Gaza settle-
ments. This unprecedented action will
pave the way for the Palestinians to
govern their own contiguous territory
and to demonstrate their ability to es-
tablish a free and orderly society.
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Mr. Speaker, I fully identify myself
with the hope and belief expressed in
this resolution that a lasting peace in
the Middle East is achievable and that
we now have an opportunity to take
steps in that direction. But we must be
realistic about the time frame. Israel’s
decision to redeploy from Gaza is po-
litically courageous, but it is also po-
litically dangerous and difficult. The
overwhelming majority of Israelis sup-
port it, and I fully expect it to be ac-
complished by the latter half of this
year, as scheduled. But it will not be
easy.

Then, once Israel does redeploy, the
onus will be on the Palestinians to
prove that they have what it takes to
run the equivalent of a state. If and
when they do so, I am certain both
sides will move with dispatch toward a
final settlement. But that agreement is
certainly not going to be achieved in
the next few months or even in the
next year. It would be unfair to the
parties to place on them such a burden
of expectation. For now, let us be con-
tent that both sides are taking signifi-
cant steps to create a beginning, and
let us remember that it is only a begin-
ning.

With those thoughts as context, Mr.
Speaker, I would like once again to
congratulate the Palestinians on their
ably-conducted election. I support H.
Res. 56, and I call on all of my col-
leagues to do likewise.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am so pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. PENCE), a member of our
Committee on International Relations
and an original sponsor of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman from Florida for yielding
me this time and, more importantly,
for her extraordinary and consistent
leadership as chairman of the Sub-
committee on the Middle East and Cen-
tral Asia.

I also want to commend the leader-
ship in the Congress of the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for
bringing this measure forward. As ever,
I was deeply moved by the courage and
candor of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) who preceded me
and who continues to be the lone star
for those of us in this Congress and in
this country who cherish the dream
that is Israel. It is a privilege to follow
him in this discussion today.

I rise in strong support, Mr. Speaker,
of H. Res. 56. Like millions of Bible-be-
lieving Christians, I pray for the peace
of Jerusalem, and that refers specifi-
cally to all of the people of this torn
region.

So, with the election of the second
President of the Palestinian Authority,
it is altogether fitting that this Con-
gress commend the Palestinian people
for conducting a free and fair presi-
dential election on 9 January, 2005,
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and, in so doing, congratulating the
new Palestinian President, Mahmoud
Abbas, for his achievement and his
leadership as H. Res. 56 does.

It is also altogether fitting, though,
that in the same breath as this Con-
gress, on behalf of the people of the
United States, speaks a word of encour-
agement to the people of the Pales-
tinian Authority and its new leader, we
must also be willing to speak truth.
And in this bipartisan measure, the
American people, through this body, do
just that, Mr. Speaker. In this resolu-
tion, the House of Representatives also
will strongly condemn terrorism and
urge President Mahmoud Abbas, who
has happily previously disavowed ter-
rorism, to immediately take steps to
dismantle Palestinian terrorist infra-
structure, to confiscate unauthorized
weapons, arrest and bring terrorists to
justice, consolidate and control the
many Palestinian security organiza-
tions, and end the incitement of vio-
lence and hatred in the Palestinian
media, educational institutions,
mosques, and other institutions.

It may seem somewhat impolitic in
what some may have expected from
this Congress to have been a greeting
card of congratulations to the new
President of the Palestinian Authority
to bring these matters up, but as this
Congress in the very near future, I sus-
pect, Mr. Speaker, will begin to talk
about asking the American people to
expand our participation in this region
of the world, to expand our partnership
with the Palestinian Authority, it is
altogether fitting that we begin that
discussion by expressing the expecta-
tions of the American people that the
new leadership of the Palestinian Au-
thority be about the rule of law and be
about confronting terrorism within
their own jurisdiction in the ways enu-
merated in H. Res. 56.

There can be no more important mes-
sage that we send at such a time as
this, a season of opportunity, as the
gentlewoman from Florida (Chairman
Ros-Lehtinen) described, a season of
hope that we describe for the new lead-
ership of the Palestinian Authority
what attaches to that hope for the peo-
ple of the United States who long for
the peace and stability and democratic
institutions of the people of Israel and
the Palestinian people so richly de-
serve.

Mr. Speaker, the O0Old Testament
promises, ‘“Weeping may endure for a
night, but joy comes in the morning.”
For too many nights, Israeli and Pales-
tinian families have wept for their
loved ones who have fallen prey to the
mindless violence that has sprung from
terrorists within the Palestinian Au-
thority. This resolution today is about
expressing the profound hope of the
American people that a morning of joy
has come. With the election of Presi-
dent Mahmoud Abbas, the election of a
new leader for the Palestinian people,
we are come upon that new day of
hope, and we will rise today as a Con-
gress in bipartisan fashion to express
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that hope, with congratulations, but
also with the truth, that there must be
results and leadership that lead to
peace and justice in the region for all
of the people.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I thank the gentleman for his re-
marks, and I am so pleased that he sin-
gled out the gentleman from California
(Mr. LANTOS) who, as all of us know, re-
cently led a delegation to Auschwitz
where we commemorated the 60th anni-
versary of the liberation of Auschwitz.
The gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS) is a Holocaust survivor who
lost family members in this horrible
tragedy, and we thank him for his lead-
ership in the House throughout the
years.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank both of my colleagues for their
extremely generous and kind remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), my
good friend who has been fighting for
peace in that region ever since she
came to this body and before.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the Ranking Member
for yielding me this time.

There are many accolades that we
might share regarding the gentleman
from California (Mr. LANTOS) and, I
might say, his wife and family, but I
thank him for the steady hand and the
steady interest and the persistence
which has brought us to where we are
today.
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Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), and
my colleagues for putting before this
body H. Res. 56 to applaud what I con-
sider to be the next opportunity, the
next life-changing experience for those
people who have worked, died, and
prayed for peace in the Mid East.

I do want to acknowledge the elec-
tion of Mahmoud Abbas and to say that
I too had an opportunity to meet him
in the West Bank just about 2 years
ago with a number of my colleagues.
His dream, I believe, has now come to
reality where he is able to lead the re-
gion toward full peace. He can declare
opposition in the war on terrorism and
the terrorist acts that have been going
on. And the Israeli people can embrace
their dreams, as I heard from so many
of them, desiring to live side by side in
peace with the Palestinian people.

Mr. Speaker, let me acknowledge my
friends and constituents in Houston,
strong Palestinians who have come to
me with both prayer and petition to
ask for intervention and efforts on be-
half of Palestinians in the Mid East.
They too need to be applauded, as do
my friends in the Jewish community
who have recognized the importance of
the survival of Israel and the standing
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alongside of each of those two ex-
tremely productive and contributing
nations.

I had about 2 years ago the oppor-
tunity to co-chair the Partners For
Peace. We met in Oslo, Norway. We
met with women from Israel and the
PLO. And I was gratified even in the
emotional charge of that session,
women crying and outpouring of their
hearts talking about the loss of their
children, the violence, and sometimes
the anger. We came away from there
with one single challenge, to make sure
that our voices would continue to be
raised for peace in the Mid East.

This election as now allowed gives
the opportunity to see the light at the
end of the tunnel, to see the sun rising
and not setting.

I also recognize that it will be upon
us, the United States, to be able to
take a sledge hammer to those crum-
bling refugee camps. It is now time for
us to rebuild Palestine, to be able to
have it look as we would want people
to be able to live and to be educated
and to worship. So I hope the world
family will join with humanitarian aid
to this new fledgling nation so we can
build schools and we can build hos-
pitals and that we can build institu-
tions that will last, so we can build
housing, that they will not have to live
amidst the rubble.

This resolution on behalf of this Con-
gress is a wonderful first step to ac-
knowledge what has happened and also
to bring about the free peaceful exist-
ence between Palestine and Israel. I
hope that we will be part of the solu-
tion and not part of the problem. God
bless all of those who have worked so
hard for peace.

| rise as a strong supporter of H. Res. 56
which commends the Palestinian people for
conducting a free and fair presidential election
on January 9, 2005. The elections held in the
Palestinian Territories are a historic occasion
upon which we can build the specter of a
comprehensive Middle East peace plan. | want
to congratulate Mahmoud Abbas on his elec-
tion victory in becoming the President of the
Palestinian Authority. | also want to thank him
for his public service at this vital and momen-
tous time in the history of the Palestinian peo-
ple.

The two state solution represents the only
possible peace plan that can be acceptable
and viable for the nation of Israel and the Pal-
estinian people. The Palestinian elections of
January 9, 2005 represent the first step in the
process towards a comprehensive peace
agreement. With this new leadership the Pal-
estinian people will be able to find stability and
build their national infrastructure. However,
President Abbas’s first task will be to take
steps to dismantle the Palestinian terrorist in-
frastructure, confiscate unauthorized weapons,
arrest and bring terrorists to justice, consoli-
date and control the many Palestinian security
organizations, and end the incitement to vio-
lence and hatred in the Palestinian media,
educational institutions, mosques, and other
institutions as this resolution calls for. Cer-
tainly, this task will not be easy and its resolu-
tion will not come quickly, but we as a nation
must support the Palestinian people as they
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stand determined and ready to build a free
and peaceful nation.

If history in the Middle East has taught us
anything, we know that the United States must
be an active and honest broker between the
Palestinians and the lIsraelis in moving to-
wards a comprehensive peace agreement. |
urge the Bush Administration to not relinquish
this opportunity to achieve a lasting peace that
can forever change the face of the Middle
East. The War in Iraq has lowered our diplo-
matic and public standing around the world,
but we have especially done poorly in the Mid-
dle East. People in the region do not trust our
nation, nor do they trust our intentions. They
may watch our television, listen to our music
and eat our food, but they still have no love
for our nation because of our actions in the
Middle East that are being viewed as aggres-
sive. Bringing the Israelis and the Palestinians
together represents the best opportunity to
show the people of the Middle East and the
world that we can heal the rifts that divide us,
instead of inflaming them. Militant Islamic or-
ganizations throughout the world continue to
use the plight of the Palestinian people as one
of their main recruiting tools to incite hatred
and distrust of the United States. We have the
ability to strike a blow at these terrorist organi-
zations if this Administration can seize the op-
portunity.

This resolution also encourages all inter-
ested parties to take advantage of this historic
opportunity to remove obstacles to achieving a
lasting peace in the Middle East. On this front,
| am pleased to report that Egypt has offered
to host an Israeli-Palestinian summit next
week, and Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon
has accepted the invitation. | want to thank the
nation of Egypt for taking this important step
towards achieving a comprehensive peace
agreement. Egypt has served as a key re-
gional ally which has long taken active steps
towards achieving peace in the Middle East.
This summit will give the Israelis and the Pal-
estinians the chance to meet face to face and
negotiate terms to bring relative peace and
stability to their people. Once these key objec-
tives are met then a comprehensive agree-
ment is possible. Already, since the election of
President Abbas, armed groups in the Pales-
tinian Territories have openly talked about
halting attacks on the Israeli people.

No doubt there will be setbacks on the both
sides as we have already witnessed too often,
but now unlike in the past we must show extra
resolve to achieve a lasting peace. Again, |
urge the Bush Administration to take an active
role in bringing the Israeli and Palestinian peo-
ple together and not losing this opportunity. As
we have seen in the past, these opportunities
are fleeting, but their potential for a lasting
peace is too great to take for granted. We
must take all necessary steps to achieve
peace now not only for the Israeli and Pales-
tinian children who will inherit the Middle East,
but for our own children as well who will in-
herit the world that we have shaped.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia, (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague and friend for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, January 9 was an im-
portant and historic day. For many
Palestinians it was a once-in-a-lifetime
event. They went to the polls and
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elected a new president in a contested,
free, and fair election. The Palestinian
election was a milestone not only for
the Palestinian people but for the safe-
ty of Israel and for our own national
security as well.

I was privileged to witness this re-
markable event with my own eyes.
From 5:30 in the morning until nearly
midnight I traveled in and around
Bethlehem in my capacity as an elec-
tion observer for the mission co-spon-
sored by the National Democratic In-
stitute and the Carter Center.

Let me first take a moment and com-
mend President Carter, Governor
Christie Todd Whitman, former Swed-
ish Prime Minister Carl Bildt, and NDI
President Ken Wollack for leading our
delegation and the 80 participants from
16 different nations who did a remark-
able job. With a few exceptions, what I
observed in Bethlehem held true across
the West Bank and Gaza. The balloting
process was exceptionally well orga-
nized, in part because nearly 14,000 pub-
lic school teachers were deployed as
election officials.

The Israeli Government did a good
job facilitating freedom of movement
in the territories. There was little vio-
lence. In fact, an almost reverential
quiet enveloped the polling places. It
was truly moving to see Palestinian
people, young and old, embracing this
democratic exercise with such purpose
and resolve.

Mr. Speaker, Israelis and Americans
should welcome the choice of the Pal-
estinian people. Abu Mazen is a proven
leader with a long track record of nego-
tiating for peace. He is off to a decent
start. Abu Mazen cannot prevent ter-
rorism overnight, neither can we; but
he has already sent a strong and suc-
cessful message to Hamas and the Is-
lamic Jihad to halt the attacks. His se-
curity forces have deployed in Gaza. He
has unequivocally condemned ter-
rorism.

Prime Minister Sharon’s response to
the new President has been commend-
able. Israeli and Palestinian security
officials and top negotiators have been
meeting. Sharon has praised Abu
Mazen’s efforts and will meet with him
shortly. Despite fierce opposition from
the settler movement, Sharon is stick-
ing firmly to his plan to withdraw from
Gaza and parts of the West Bank. Frag-
ile as it may be, a new flame of hope
and optimism has been kindled in the
Mid East.

That is why I am pleased that the
House bipartisan leadership has
brought a resolution to the floor today.
The bill commends the Palestinians for
conducting the elections, congratulates
Abu Mazen on his victory, and encour-
ages both sides to take steps toward
peace.

Mr. Speaker, last night a similar res-
olution was passed in the other body
that I had hoped the House could adopt
as well. The language of the Senate
resolution is more comprehensive and
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balanced and lays out a bolder diplo-
matic vision to achieve Israeli-Pales-
tinian peace. Nevertheless, it is note-
worthy that both Houses of Congress
are on record commending the Pales-
tinian people and their new President.
Let us all commit ourselves to seizing
this historic opportunity and hastening
the day when Israelis and Palestinians
will live side by side in peace.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CAN-
TOR), the chief deputy whip.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
offer my congratulations to the Pales-
tinian people who recently elected
Mahmoud Abbas as the new President
of the Palestinian Authority.

Mr. Abbas has been given a historic
opportunity to alter the direction of
the Palestinian leadership from one of
terror under Yasser Arafat to one of
peace. It is critical that Mr. Abbas cap-
italize on this opportunity to deal with
Israel which has long been searching
for a partner in peace and not revert to
the terrorist ways of his predecessor.

Accomplishing this goal will not be
easy. Mr. Abbas must actively work to
dismantle the terrorist organizations
that plagued the hopes of the Pales-
tinian people, using all means of force
if necessary. He must recognize and ac-
knowledge that no progress towards
peace can be made until the terrorist
organizations that operate freely
amongst the Palestinian population
stop the killing of innocent men,
women, and children on the streets of
Israel.

Mr. Abbas must end incitement
against Israel. Only by ending the
multi-generational hate can the Pales-
tinian Authority begin the painful path
towards peace. The task that stands
before Mr. Abbas may seem daunting,
but these are crucial steps towards im-
proving the life of the Palestinian peo-
ple. We cannot afford to return to Pal-
estinian leadership that one day dis-
avows terror and the next day stands
shoulder to shoulder with the terrorist
organizations that carry out murder.
This double standard is unacceptable.

Again, I congratulate Mr. Abbas and
encourage him to tackle these prob-
lems head on and avail himself of this
historic opportunity to work with the
Israeli Government to improve the
lives of the Palestinian people.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN), my good friend and
distinguished colleague.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN) for bringing forward this
resolution. I particularly want to ac-
knowledge the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) and his extraor-
dinary leadership on human rights
issues in this body and thank him for
his continued commitment in the Mid-
dle East. I also want to thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) and
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the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) for sponsoring this resolution.

I had the opportunity to travel with
our distinguished whips in December to
Israel and the West Bank and talk to
the leaders in that region. We all have
reason to be optimistic with the elec-
tion of Mr. Abbas. We urge him to con-
tinue not only to speak out against vi-
olence but to take action to control
the terrorists in that region.

I also want to congratulate Mr. Shar-
on, the Prime Minister of Israel, for his
disengagement, commitment in with-
drawing from the Gaza and parts of the
West Bank. He is showing real leader-
ship and commitment in that area.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution speaks
to the commitment of this country to
continue to be an active leader for
peace in the Middle East. We know it is
important not only for that region but
for U.S. interests as well, and I con-
gratulate all that are responsible for
bringing this resolution forward today.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, how
much time remains?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) has 4% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is significant that
within the recent past, three areas in
the Middle East have succeeded in
holding free and open elections, some
of them under the most difficult and
dangerous circumstances. We applaud
the people of Afghanistan, who not
long ago suffered under the horrific
yoke of the Taliban, for organizing and
conducting free and open elections.
And I particularly want to recognize
the fact that this took place with the
full participation of the women of Af-
ghanistan.

We in this resolution are com-
mending the Palestinian people, who
have lived under an undemocratic re-
gime for too long, for organizing and
conducting fair and open elections.
And, of course, this past weekend we
were all thrilled as we were watching
our television screens seeing the cour-
age of the Iraqi people under the most
brutal and bloody threats go to the
polls and exercise their right to select
their own leaders. These are very en-
couraging signs. And it is highly appro-
priate for the United States to take the
lead in underscoring the obvious, that
just as in every other part of the globe
we have led, assisted, and cleared the
coming of free and open elections, at
long last we are doing so in the Middle
East and adjacent territories.

So, Mr. Speaker, I believe our resolu-
tion is more than appropriate.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) has
1%2 minutes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER).
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) is
recognized for 3% minutes.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
to join my colleagues and friend, the
majority whip, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), who I presume
has already spoken, in urging Members
on both sides of the aisle in supporting
this important bipartisan resolution
that we have offered.

Over the last half century, the Mem-
bers of this body have seldom had occa-
sion to commend those on the Pales-
tinian side whose cause, in my opinion,
was hijacked by a leadership that
preached death and destruction rather
than reconciliation and peace. But
today we would be remiss if we did not
do so.

Three weeks ago on January 9 an es-
timated 70 percent of the 1.1 million
registered Palestinian voters turned
out to cast their ballots in an election
that was declared fair by most inter-
national observers.
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This strong turnout, in my judgment,
not only reflects the universal appeal
of democracy but also the human
heart’s yearning for freedom and self-
determination.

This resolution commends the Pales-
tinian people for conducting a free and
fair election and congratulates the new
Palestinian President, Mahmoud
Abbas, who has previously disavowed
terrorist activity and recently earned
the praise of Israel for deploying more
Palestinian security forces in Gaza to
try to halt rocket and mortar attacks
on Israeli citizens.

Among other provisions, this resolu-
tion urges the new Palestinian leader-
ship to advance democratic ideals by
reforming its political structure, ad-
vancing human rights and ending cor-
ruption.

It strongly condemns terrorism and
urges President Abbas to immediately
take steps to dismantle the Palestinian
terrorist infrastructure, to bring ter-
rorists to justice, and to end the incite-
ment of hatred in the Palestinian
media, schools, mosques, and other in-
stitutions.

It restates our Nation’s strong com-
mitment to and support, unwavering
support, for the State of Israel.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me say that
the election of President Abbas is an
important opportunity and could prove
to be an historical turning point in the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

Israel has made repeated overtures
over its history in an effort to speak
peace, and, today, it continues to move
forward with its withdrawal plan in the
Gaza strip. Tragically, over the past 5
decades its efforts were consistently
rebuffed by the Arafat-led Palestinian
leadership.

Without question, there are great
challenges ahead, but the election of
President Abbas hopefully marks a new
day, a day in which the Palestinian
leadership becomes a serious, com-
mitted partner, a partner for peace in
the Middle East.
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I urge my colleagues to vote for this
resolution. I thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. LANTOS), a giant in the
area of human rights and supporting
democratic efforts throughout the
world, for his leadership, and I thank
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) for her unending ef-
forts, in concert with the rest of us, to
ensure that this Nation stands by
Israel but stands with those in the Pal-
estinian population who reach out for
peace and partnership and a better to-
morrow for all of the people of that
troubled area of the world, and I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me the
additional time.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
am proud to yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), the Chair of the

Committee on Rules, our good friend.
(Mr. DREIER asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this resolution and
congratulate my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN), and others who are in-
volved, the gentleman from California

(Mr. LANTOS), my friend.
We want to extend, of course, con-

gratulations to the Palestinian people.
It is fascinating to see that this elec-
tion is all part of sort of a regional,
and really beyond the region’s, success
as it moves towards political plu-
ralism, and we obviously have seen last
Sunday the election in Iraq. We just
weeks ago saw, the day after Christ-
mas, the election take place in
Ukraine, and we now have this free
election with a new leader who offers
great hope for the prospect of peace.

I also want to extend congratulations
to Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, who I
believe has shown strong Ileadership
and a willingness to try and bring
about a resolution to this age-old chal-

lenge of bringing peace to the region.
I also want to congratulate President

Bush, who has encouraged this process
all along. Without getting so deeply in-
volved in a way that he could poten-
tially be seen as tampering with the
process, he has been a driving force at
encouraging us to get to exactly where
we are.

So this resolution is a very impor-
tant one, letting the world know that
there is going to be strong, bipartisan
support, Democrats and Republicans
alike, in the Congress for the encour-
agement of this peace process, and we
all hope and pray that this now lays
the groundwork for a potential resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend for

yielding me the time.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I have no further requests for time,
but I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to highlight and commend the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT),
our majority whip, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the minority
whip, and all of our leadership for their
efforts on this resolution.
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Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, today the House
of Representatives voted to commend the Pal-
estinians for holding free elections on January
9, 2005. We should congratulate the countless
Palestinians who participated nonviolently in
the historic event.

However, we must also hold the newly
elected President and the entire Palestinian
Authority accountable for publicly rebuking and
bringing an end to terror and incitement. Until
violence has ended, the U.S. should withhold
its funding. U.S. taxpayers should know that
their money is being spent fighting terror, not
supporting it.

uring the last 4 years, the Palestinian Au-
thority failed to halt more than 22,000 attacks
that killed over 1,030 Israelis. Yet, at the same
time the United States gave more than $612
million in aid to the West Bank and Gaza.
That's more U.S. aid to the Palestinians than
in the previous 25 years combined.

Sadly, the recent elections have not pro-
duced a true disarming of the terrorists. In the
1 week following Abbas’ election, terror at-
tacks left 8 Israelis dead and prompted Israel’s
Prime Minister to express his outrage at the
new Palestinian leadership for “not lifting a fin-
ger’ to stop violent attacks. Just yesterday,
the Jewish residents of Gush Katif were terror-
ized by mortar fire and a 50 kilogram explo-
sive device was uncovered by the Israeli army
at a border crossing in the Gaza Strip.

For many, the continuing violence is no sur-
prise given Abbas’ election campaign, in which
he not only referred to Israel as “the Zionist
enemy,” but said he would protect Palestinian
terror groups that use rockets and other
means to attack innocent Israelis. Yesterday,
Israeli intelligence chief Aharon Ze’evi con-
firmed that “the preparations for terror acts
continue” among senior Hezbollah and Hamas
leaders. And last week, Hamas won 77 coun-
cil seats in a landslide victory in Gaza munic-
ipal elections. The terror group now controls 7
out of the 10 councils in which elections were
held. In the wake of the elections, Israeli min-
ister Natan Sharansky has unveiled a report
documenting Palestinian incitement “of virulent
hatred of Jews and lIsrael that mandates the

killing of Jews as a religious obligation.”
These recent events deserve condemnation.

While the election of a Palestinian Prime Min-
ister may be a rare experience, the historic
event worth celebrating will be a true end to
Palestinian terror. Since Arafat was appointed
chairman of the PLO in February 1969, more
than 36 years of Palestinian terror have
plagued Israelis and Palestinians alike. Vio-
lence has been the one constant, and the
United States should wait until Palestinian ter-
ror ends before commending or funding an ap-
paratus of terror.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| would like to express my strong support of
House Resolution 56.

January 9, 2005 marked a historic day for

the Palestinian people. This resolution com-
mends the Palestinian people for holding free
and open elections and congratulates
Mahmoud Abbas for being elected President
of the Palestinian Authority. This resolution
also commends Israel for its role in facilitating
the election proceedings.

These elections mark a historic accomplish-
ment for the people of Palestine and a great
opportunity for the Israel-Palestine peace

process to move forward.
The only way this can happen is for Mr.

Abbas to act immediately to end terrorism by
stopping the flow of money, equipment, and
recruits to Palestinian militant groups.
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Mr. Abbas has taken steps since his elec-
tion to stop these groups, but these efforts
must be continued and expanded to end the
terrorism that has killed and injured thousands

of Israelis and Palestinian people.
Mr. Abbas’s election provides an excellent

opportunity for the Palestinian Authority to
reign in these terrorist groups and for the Pal-
estinian people to move beyond this violence
and work with Israel to create a lasting peace.

Mr. Speaker, | have traveled to Israel sev-
eral times and know that the Israeli Govern-
ment and the Israeli people are ready and will-
ing to work with the Palestinians but have not
had a reliable partner to negotiate with in the

ast.
P Mr. Abbas has the opportunity to put the
Palestinian Authority’s past failures behind him
and demonstrate to Israel and the United
States that he is dedicated to the peace proc-
ess by stopping terrorism and fulfilling Pales-
tinian commitments under the roadmap.

Again, | strongly support this resolution and
would like to congratulate Mr. Abbas on his
January 9th election, and | am hopeful he will
take this timely opportunity to work with Israel
toward a peaceful resolution to the Israel-Pal-

estine conflict.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in support of the resolution offered by the gen-
tleman from Missouri, Mr. BLUNT and the gen-
tleman from Maryland, Mr. HOYER. On January
9, the world witnessed the peaceful expres-
sion of Palestinian national aspirations. By
holding the freest and fairest elections in the
Arab world, it is clear that the Palestinian peo-
ple, like any people, want to choose their own
destiny.

| hope, we all hope, that the election of
Mahmoud Abbas as President of the Pales-
tinian Authority opens a new chapter in the
pursuit of Middle East peace. But as history
has taught us, hope in the Middle East can be
fleeting, and so our hope is accompanied by
trepidation. We hope that this election will
mark the beginning of a new relationship be-
tween lIsraelis and Palestinians, that this
change in Palestinian leadership will enable
the Palestinian Authority to take the coura-
geous steps required to achieve peace that
we have long argued were necessary. We
hope that the change in Palestinian govern-
ment will be recognized by Israel as an oppor-
tunity to achieve for themselves the secure
Jewish, democratic state that has been their
goal since independence. We hope that our
own government sees the opportunity to again
pick up the mantle of peacemaker, and sup-
port both parties in the struggle to achieve the
vision of two states, living side by side, in
peace, articulated by the President in his

speech 22 years ago. )
But there 'is much work to be done. Presi-

dent Abbas faces many challenges but first,
foremost and absolutely, he has to stop terror
and the potential for its resumption. Without
this step all the other necessary reforms will
be for naught. To achieve this President
Abbas must reform Palestinian security serv-
ices; end incitement against Israel; and deliver
a government free of corruption and capable
of producing the economic growth and pros-
perity the Palestinian people are entitled to ex-
pect. The United States can, and should, help
here. | am pleased that the supplemental that
we will consider in the coming weeks will have
additional assistance for the Palestinian peo-
ple. Now is the time for U.S. leadership in
support of Abu Mazen’s efforts to fight terror,
reform his security services, and eliminate cor-
ruption. In the coming weeks and months we
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will have time to judge his efforts, but bearing
in mind the potential for failure, now is the
time to act in pursuit of peace.

Mr. Speaker, | would be remiss if | did not
say a word commending lIsrael for facilitating
the recent elections. Prime Minister Sharon
assured me, when | was in Jerusalem last No-
vember that he would do everything possible
to ensure that Palestinians could vote, and he
did. That is the kind of leader he is, and he
deserves our support and our trust.

Mr. Speaker, it is not yet a new day and we
have not yet “turned the corner.” But | am cer-
tain we will be condemned by future genera-
tions if we do not do all we can to seize this
moment and the opportunity it represents. |
urge my colleagues to support this resolution
but more importantly to remember that in the
coming months we will be asked to take addi-
tional risks for peace. We should take them.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of this resolution, which commends the Pales-
tinian people for holding free and fair elections
on January 9. | know we all hope it will be the
end of the violence that has devastated so
many families, and the beginning of the re-
sumption of peaceful negotiations.

The State of Israel and many, many Pal-
estinians want this. They want peace—to safe-
guard their children, to encourage economic
growth, to move towards the future with opti-
mism and a sense of purpose. The United
States shares this hope, and must continue to
actively support these efforts. | commend
President Bush for his involvement, and |
hope he will remain steadfast.

But we are not naive. We have been at
such hopeful moments before. As President
Bush said last summer, there are a number of
concrete actions the Palestinians must take
before they can be viewed as legitimate part-
ners in the path to peace.

Free elections are one step. But now newly
elected Palestinian  Authority  Chairman
Mahmoud Abbas must do more. He must dis-
arm Palestinian terrorist groups—not just call
on them to cease attacks on lIsraelis. Abbas
must do the hard work of dismantling the ter-
rorist organizations. He must control and con-
solidate the security forces that often collabo-
rated with terror groups. He must push for true
political and economic reform, and stop the
rampant corruption. And finally, he must truly
engage Arab leaders in supporting true peace
in the region. If he does all these things, if
Abbas can demonstrate by his action that he
is a serious, earnest partner in the pursuit of
peace, then there is truly cause for hope.

We have waited decades for a peace that
will safeguard Israel’'s security, and will bring
about regional stability and prosperity. For
those who truly seek peace, who understand
that there is no choice but peace to secure the
future of the Middle East, the latest develop-
ments are encouraging.

The future of the Middle East—and the ulti-
mate security and safety of Israel—is at stake.
The United States will maintain its commit-
ment to bringing the parties back to the nego-
tiating table, but the ultimate choice of peace
is theirs to make. Chairman Abbas must not
squander the opportunity to bring peace and
prosperity to his people. He must show his
willingness to make the tough choices, and
take the risky path, that separate those who
truly seek peace from those who do not.

| urge unanimous adoption of this resolu-
tion..
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Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, there is a very
troubling development taking shape in the se-
curity policy of the European Union concerning
arms sales to China. Briefly stated, the major
European countries have already resumed
arms sales to China and now propose to ter-
minate altogether the long-standing embargo
on arms sales that they imposed in 1989 fol-
lowing the Tiananmen Square massacre.

This is all part of a new “strategic partner-
ship” which the European Union proclaimed at
its summit meeting with China last December.
Also reflected in the communiqué for that
meeting is European support for China’s mem-
bership in the Missile Technology Control Re-
gime. The contrast with the policy of the
United States Government could not be great-
er. Just a few days later, the Department of
State once again imposed sanctions on sev-
eral most prominent entities in China’s military
industrial complex for illicit sales to Iran.

Recent public comments by European au-
thorities seek to downplay the significance of
their new policy. They maintain that their arms
sales to China will not result in quantitative or
qualitative increases. But, this provides little
assurance since the major EU member states
have already doubled their arms sales in the
one year period between 2002 and 2003 to
$500 million. Indeed, there are no rose-col-
ored glasses available that can soften the im-
pact of this dangerous course of action.

The development of democracy in China
would be the first casualty. Like the United
States, the European Union imposed an arms
embargo on China in 1989 following the
Tiananmen Square massacre. While China’s
economic policies since then have provided
the Chinese people with greater choices about
consumer goods, the Communist Party re-
mains firmly in power and permits few choices
about what can be said publicly in exercise of
personal liberty. A termination of the EU arms
embargo would provide the Chinese leader-
ship with an impressive propaganda coup and
demoralize the pro-democracy movement.

Even more disturbing, European security
policy in this area appears to be on a collision
course with our country’s extensive security in-
terests in the Asia-Pacific region. Our security
posture has been the decisive factor in ensur-
ing regional stability and prosperity since the
end of World War Il. Our military planners and
commanders are already confronting a sus-
tained Chinese military buildup, which includes
China’s deployment of some 500 short range
ballistic missiles across the Taiwan Strait and
intercontinental missiles that can reach Amer-
ican shores.

The statement we make in this Resolution is
twofold: First, that European policy should
support the development of democracy in
China, not a military buildup, by maintaining
the embargo and terminating current sales.
Second, that European armament cooperation
with China is fundamentally inconsistent not
only with our security interests in Asia, but
also with transatlantic armament cooperation,
which we will be duty bound to examine in a
new context given the increased risks of diver-
sion of sensitive U.S. military technology that
naturally arise from EU-Chinese arms co-
operation.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of H. Res. 56 and join my colleagues
in congratulating President Mahmoud Abbas
on his election and commending the Pales-
tinian people on their effort to restore democ-
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racy and accountability to the Palestinian Au-
thority.

Unfortunately, the Palestinian people suf-
fered greatly under the leadership of their pre-
vious President, Yasser Arafat. The Arafat re-
gime was plagued by severe corruption, du-
plicity, a lack of respect for freedom and
human rights, and worst of all a senseless
campaign of terrorism that imperiled Pales-
tinian efforts to build a state and make peace
with Israel.

With the election of President Abbas, | hope
the Palestinian people have embarked on a
new path in a much more promising direction.
Already President Abbas has made state-
ments condemning terrorism and deployed
Palestinian patrols into the areas of Gaza that
have been mounting mortar attacks against
Israeli communities. He has also begun to
tamp down on anti-Israel and anti-Semitic in-
citement in the official Palestinian media and
lay the groundwork to reduce tensions.

The path ahead is difficult. President
Abbas’s success will depend on his willing-
ness and ability to dismantle the terrorist infra-
structure of Hamas, Islamic Jihad, and other
groups. His consolidation of power in Gaza
will be essential for the Palestinian people to
constructively take advantage of opportunity
created by Israel’s disengagement plan. But
he must follow a path charted with hope rather
than hate, and democracy instead of dema-
goguery.

The Roadmap for Peace set forth a vision of
two states living side by side in peace and se-
curity that was indefinitely delayed because of
Arafat’s intransigence. Let us all hope that
these elections and President Abbas’s leader-
ship will finally be a first step back in the right
direction.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of H. Res. 56, “Commending
the Palestinian people for conducting a free
and fair presidential election on January 9,
2005.”

| find a quote from Harry Emerson Fosdick
appropriate for talking about the historic presi-
dential elections in Palestine: “Democracy is
based upon the conviction that there are ex-
traordinary possibilities in ordinary people.”
Ordinary Palestinians took extraordinary steps
on January 9th and voted for a presidential
candidate; this was only the second time in
their history that Palestinians have had the op-
portunity to exercise the right to vote. All Pal-
estinians must seize the opportunity to dedi-
cate themselves to the advancement of peace
and prosperity.

This historic window of opportunity begs for
the dedication and commitment of all parties
who desire peace in the Middle East. | urge
the new Secretary of State to be a fair and
balanced broker in any future dialogue and to
work tirelessly for a permanent peace.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) that the
House suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, H. Res. 56.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

——————

URGING THE EUROPEAN UNION TO
MAINTAIN ITS ARMS EMBARGO
ON THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution (H. Res. 57) urging the
European Union to maintain its arms
embargo on the People’s Republic of
China.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 57

Whereas the United States and the Euro-
pean Union (EU) have maintained arms em-
bargoes on the People’s Republic of China
since 1989, following the decision of the Chi-
nese Government on June 4, 1989, to order an
unprovoked, brutal, and indiscriminate as-
sault on thousands of peaceful and unarmed
demonstrators and onlookers in and around
Tiananmen Square by units of the People’s
Liberation Army, which resulted in an un-
told number of deaths and several thousand
injuries;

Whereas the People’s Republic of China has
yet to acknowledge and make amends for the
1989 massacre at Tiananmen Square and an
estimated 2,000 Chinese citizens remain in
prison as a result of their participation in
those peaceful demonstrations according to
the Department of State’s Country Reports
on Human Rights Practices for 2004;

Whereas the National Security Strategy of
the United States approved by President
George W. Bush on September 17, 2002, con-
cludes that the People’s Republic of China
remains strongly committed to national one-
party rule by the Communist Party and is
not truly accountable to the needs and aspi-
rations of its citizens, while preventing the
Chinese people to think, assemble, and wor-
ship freely;

Whereas for several years the People’s Re-
public of China has also been engaged in an
extensive military buildup in its air, naval,
land, and outer space systems, including the
deployment of approximately 500 short range
ballistic missiles near the Taiwan Strait ac-
cording to the Department of Defense’s Re-
port on the Military Power of the People’s
Republic of China for Fiscal Year 2004;

Whereas the military buildup by the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China and the strategic doc-
trines and policies that underpin such a
buildup remain shrouded in secrecy and
imply challenges for strategic deterrence be-
tween the United States and China, United
States Armed Forces deployed in the Asia
and Pacific region, United States commit-
ments and interests related to the defense of
numerous friends and allies in the region,
particularly Taiwan and Japan, and regional
stability more broadly;

Whereas the European Union and the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China released a joint
statement on December 8, 2004, following
their seventh summit meeting at The Hague
in which the two sides recognized each other
as ‘major strategic partners in the area of
disarmament and non-proliferation’ and the
EU confirmed its ‘“‘political will to continue
to work towards lifting the EU arms embar-
g0 against China’’;

Whereas the European Union and the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China also released a joint
declaration on non-proliferation and arms
control on December 8, 2004, at The Hague in
which the EU stated its support for China’s
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entry into the Missile Technology Control
Regime (MTCR);

Whereas on December 20, 2004, the Govern-
ment of the United States determined that
seven entities of the People’s Republic of
China, including several entities that play
major roles in China’s military-industrial
complex, should be subject to sanctions
under section 3 of the Iran Nonproliferation
Act of 2000, which provides for penalties on
entities for the transfer to Iran of certain
controlled equipment and technology, re-
flecting a time span of more than a decade in
which the United States Government has
made repeated determinations regarding
Chinese firms engaged in illicit transactions
involving strategic technology;

Whereas on December 17, 2004, the Council
of the European Union ‘‘reaffirmed the polit-
ical will to continue to work towards lifting
the arms embargo’’ on the People’s Republic
of China and invited the next Presidency of
the EU ‘“‘to finalize the well-advanced work
in order to allow for a decision’’;

Whereas the largest member states of the
European Union—France, Germany, Italy,
and the United Kingdom—have steadily in-
creased their arms sales to the People’s Re-
public of China, such that from 2002 to 2003
the value of reported arms sales to China
doubled to approximately $540,000,000, ac-
cording to the most recent annual report,
dated November 11, 2004, of the EU on its
Code of Conduct on Arms Exports;

Whereas in order to assist member states
of the European Union to close the gap in de-
fense capabilities with the United States and
to enhance the interoperability of the armed
forces of such member states and United
States Armed Forces, the United States has
provided a framework in its laws, particu-
larly under the Arms Export Control Act and
chapters 138 and 139 of title 10, United States
Code, in which the United States has pursued
a policy of expanded transatlantic armament
and defense industry cooperation involving
increasingly sophisticated levels of sensitive
United States military technology, which be-
comes subject to increased risks of diversion
to the People’s Republic of China due to ar-
maments cooperation between the EU and
China;

Whereas despite the chronically low de-
fense spending of member states of the Euro-
pean Union, EU member states have decided
to develop, with the participation of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, a new global radio
navigational satellite system, known as
Galileo, at a cost of more than $3,000,000,000,
which will have military applications, even
though such system purports to serve civil
applications already served by the United
States Global Positioning Satellite (GPS)
System; and

Whereas the United States has numerous
national interests in the Asia and Pacific re-
gion, including the security of Japan, Tai-
wan, South Korea and other key areas, and
United States Armed Forces which are de-
ployed throughout the region could be jeop-
ardized by the People’s Republic of China be-
cause it is increasingly well-armed and may
seek to settle long-standing territorial and
political disputes in the region by the threat
or use of military force: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) reaffirms the United States arms em-
bargo on the People’s Republic of China and
related findings and statements of policy set
forth in title IX of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991
(Public Law 101-246);

(2) finds that policies by the United States
and other countries which promote the de-
velopment of democracy in the People’s Re-
public of China, and not the development of
Chinese military capabilities, will help as-
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sure a stable, peaceful, and prosperous Asia
and Pacific region;

(3) deplores the recent increase in arms
sales by member states of the European
Union (EU) to the People’s Republic of China
and the European Council’s decision to final-
ize work toward lifting its arms embargo on
China, actions that place European security
policy in direct conflict with United States
security interests and with the security in-
terests of United States friends and allies in
the Asia and Pacific region;

(4) declares that such a development in Eu-
ropean security policy is inherently incon-
sistent with the concept of mutual security
interests that lies at the heart of United
States laws for transatlantic defense co-
operation at both the governmental and in-
dustrial levels and would necessitate limita-
tions and constraints in these relationships
that would be unwelcome on both sides of
the Atlantic;

(5) requests the President in his forth-
coming meetings with European leaders to
urge that they reconsider this unwise course
of action and, instead, work expeditiously to
close any gaps in the European Union’s arms
embargo on the People’s Republic of China,
in the national export control systems of EU
member states, and in the EU’s Code of Con-
duct on Arms Exports in order to prevent
any future sale of arms or related technology
to China; and

(6) requests the President to inform Con-
gress of the outcome of his discussions with
European leaders on this subject and to keep
Congress fully and currently informed of all
developments in this regard.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. GALLEGLY) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. GALLEGLY).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H. Res. 57, the resolution under con-
sideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this resolution that was introduced
yesterday by the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE), expressing the strong
concern of the House that the EU may
lift its arms embargo directed at
China.

In his recent inaugural address,
President Bush reaffirmed America’s
commitment to democracy and free-
dom throughout the world. Yet, by
selling advanced weapons systems to
the People’s Republic of China, the EU
is directly undermining the security of
one of Asia’s most vibrant democ-
racies, our close ally, Taiwan.

Over the last decade, Taiwan has
moved strongly in the direction of be-
coming a full-fledged democracy, with
free elections, a free press and respect
for the rule of law. If the arms embargo
is lifted, the EU would be further tilt-
ing the military equation against the
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people of Taiwan at the very time they
are embracing human rights and demo-
cratic values.

Furthermore, if our soldiers were
ever called upon to defend Taiwan,
they could potentially be facing weap-
ons systems manufactured by our own
European allies. This would be an in-
tolerable development.

Finally, the lifting of the arms em-
bargo would also have other negative
consequences. In the past, China has
demonstrated its willingness to sell
weapons to nations that cannot be
trusted with advanced military gear.
This includes countries such as Iran
that support international terrorist
groups and countries such as Sudan,
Burma and Zimbabwe that are among
the world’s worst violators of human
rights. The last thing these countries
need is additional weapons.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this important measure. I also
urge Secretary of State Rice and Presi-
dent Bush to raise this issue during
their upcoming visit to Europe.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to commend my good friend,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GALLEGLY), for his strong and powerful
statement. I particularly want to
thank the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE), the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions, my good friend, for leading us on
this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I just returned from a
very substantive mission to North
Korea, China and Taiwan, where I met
with many of the key leaders of those
countries. Mr. Speaker, our Nation’s
security interests in the Asia-Pacific
region, including the national and eco-
nomic security of our friends and allies
in the Asia-Pacific area, were para-
mount on my agenda.

While the Asia-Pacific region re-
mains calm at the moment compared
to other parts of the world, this calm
can be deceiving. The United States
has tens of thousands of troops de-
ployed in Asia, and their security is di-
rectly threatened by the shortsighted
and greed-driven initiative emanating
from Europe. This initiative, Mr.
Speaker, is the European Union’s cur-
rent effort to lift its ban on arms sales
to the People’s Republic of China.

I, therefore, commend the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), the chairman
of our full committee, for introducing
this important resolution and for mov-
ing it forward so expeditiously.

Mr. Speaker, it is frightening to con-
template that American Armed Forces
may one day be deployed in the Taiwan
Strait to defend the island nation for a
possible invasion by mainland China,
and if key leaders in Paris, Berlin and
Brussels have their way, our soldiers
may very well be facing the latest in
high-tech weaponry manufactured by
our allies in Europe.

Mr. Speaker, based upon my recent
meetings in China and Taiwan, I re-
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main optimistic that tensions across
the Taiwan Strait can be resolved
peacefully and that the United States
will not be drawn into Taiwan-related
conflict.

Key policymakers in Beijing fully
understand that military action
against Taiwan would spark inter-
national isolation, possible military
conflict with the United States and a
certain boycott of the much-prized 2008
Olympics in Beijing.

Taiwan’s leaders, for their part, fully
understand that the increasing eco-
nomic ties between Taiwan and the
mainland would be threatened by pro-
vocative steps.

President Chen and Vice President
Lu in Taiwan fully understand that
Taiwan must negotiate with the main-
land from a position of strength, which
requires immediate approval by Tai-
wan’s legislature of a supplemental de-
fense package.

Despite these factors working in
favor of peace across the Taiwan
Strait, it is possible that mainland
hard-liners might push for military ac-
tion against Taiwan after the 2008
Olympics or that conflict in the Strait
may begin because of miscalculation
by either side.

It is in this context that the Euro-
pean Union’s current deliberations on
lifting its arms embargo on China are
so outrageous. With enormous loss of
human life, the United States liberated
the Nations of Europe during World
War II, including France and Germany.
For the new generation of European
leaders to turn their backs on Amer-
ican national security interests and
consider opening up the floodgates of
weapons sales to the People’s Republic
of China shows that they have truly
lost their moral compass.

Europe’s leaders have argued that
they will continue to restrict most
arms sales to Beijing, even if the ban is
lifted. Mr. Speaker, I simply do not be-
lieve this assertion. If there is money
to be made in a troubled part of the
world through arms sales, key Euro-
pean arms manufacturers are the first
through the door to make that sale.

Mr. Speaker, the decision by the Eu-
ropean Union is not final, and it is my
strong hope that President Bush and
our new Secretary of State Condoleeza
Rice will make it a top priority to con-
vince the European Union to reverse
this dangerous course. Sadly, the key
reason for the imposition of the arms
embargo, China’s horrendous human
rights record, remains unchanged,
more than 15 years after the massacre
at Tiananmen Square.
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Europe’s leaders must understand
that there will be severe ramifications
for the transatlantic relationship if
they fail to do what is right and just, if
they fail to respect internationally rec-
ognized human rights and the national
security interests of their historic lib-
erator and their most important ally,
the United States of America.
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Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support our resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN).

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I rise as a proud cospon-
sor of House Resolution 57 and ask my
colleagues to render their strong sup-
port to this resolution.

It is unconscionable that the Euro-
pean Union has decided to lift its arms
embargo against the People’s Republic
of China, a regime that is a gross
human rights violator and a country of
proliferation concern, given its assist-
ance to terrorist states like Iran.

The arms embargo was implemented
in response to the Chinese regime turn-
ing its tanks against peaceful dem-
onstrators in Tiananmen Square on
that fateful day of June 4, 1989. The
PRC has yet to acknowledge or even
make amends for this massacre. The
PRC harasses, intimidates, imprisons,
and tortures religious worshipers,
human rights dissidents, and any who
seek to exercise their fundamental
freedoms and who oppose the repressive
apparatus of the regime in Beijing.

For the EU to remove the ban and for
its largest members to steadily in-
crease their arms sales to the PRC is
an affront to all of China’s victims,
particularly to the victims of
Tiananmen Square. It also undermines
global efforts to hold other human
rights violators accountable for their
deplorable practices. How can the EU’s
so-called human rights dialogue with
Iran or its discussions with Syria, for
example, have any credibility when the
EU has given a pass to the PRC for this
massacre?

It is critical we also look at the im-
plications for U.S. policy priorities on
other issues. As the resolution before
us articulates, the United States has
significant security interests in the
Asia and Pacific regions, including the
security of Japan, Taiwan, South
Korea, and other critical areas. The EU
decision could alter this delicate stra-
tegic balance in this region.

An even more daunting implication
is how the EU’s removal of the arms
embargo on China could undermine
counterproliferation efforts. Chinese
entities have been sanctioned under
U.S. law for transferring missile tech-
nologies to Iran. Concurrently, Iran
has paraded its long-range Shahab-3
missiles that could reach and threaten
U.S. allies in the Middle East and
American forces stationed in the re-
gion.

Yet the EU decides to facilitate Chi-
na’s military buildup by lifting its
arms embargo on the PRC. Within this
context, is the EU complicit in the
threat posed by Iranian missiles tar-
geting U.S. interests with Chinese
technology? For that matter, how will
the EU respond to Iran missile threats
when they reach European capitals,
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thanks to Chinese technology? How
can the EU be taken seriously in its ef-
forts to halt Iran’s pursuit of a nuclear
capability?

This is a matter of utmost urgency.
The EU’s decision to lift the arms em-
bargo on the PRC can have grave reper-
cussions. It could trigger a domino ef-
fect that could undermine our efforts
to address and curtail threats across
multiple sectors. It will only serve to
emboldened oppressors and
proliferators. We must stand together
against such threats.

As the resolution underscores, this
development in European security pol-
icy is inherently inconsistent within
the concept of mutual security inter-
ests. Let us, through the overwhelming
adoption of the resolution of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE),
strongly urge European leaders to re-
consider this unwise course of action. I
ask my colleagues to render their
strong support for this resolution.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield such time as she may
consume to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI), the Demo-
cratic leader who has long been our
leader on policy with respect to China.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, my colleague from California,
and also for his distinguished service
and for bringing this to the floor today.
I am pleased to join our Republican
colleagues. It is one area where we can
work together to make the world freer,
people freer, the world safer, and, hope-
fully, trade fairer one of these days.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this resolution urging the European
Union to maintain its arms embargo in
the People’s Republic of China. I com-
mend the Committee on International
Relations chairman, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), and our rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), for bringing this
resolution to the floor. They are tre-
mendous leaders on behalf of human
rights in China and, indeed, all over
the world.

Almost 16 years ago, the Chinese re-
gime shocked the world as it unleashed
its army on its own defenseless people
and crushed the peaceful pro-democ-
racy movement in Tiananmen Square.
We know that the human rights situa-
tion in China has not significantly im-
proved since the arms embargo was im-
posed.

At the time of the Tiananmen Square
massacre, it was seared into our con-
science. One of the most enduring im-
ages of the 20th century was a picture
of a lone man standing before a long
line of military tanks. We remember
how millions of ordinary students,
workers, and citizens marched in
peace; how they raised the goddess of
democracy, an image of our own Statue
of Liberty; and how they quoted our
own Founding Fathers.

The United States and the European
Union imposed complementary arms
embargoes as a direct response to the
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Tiananmen Square massacre. Civilized
governments were outraged at the bru-
tality of the Chinese regime and took a
course of action to ensure our weapons
would not be used to harm innocent
people in China, Tibet, BEast Turkistan,
Inner Mongolia, and Taiwan.

For a billion Chinese and Tibetans,
freedom remains a dream deferred.
Journalists, activists, academics,
workers, and religious believers are
still persecuted and tortured. Beijing is
still harassing and arresting dissidents
and families of the Tiananmen victims.

The most recent State Department
“Country Report on Human Rights”
states that the Chinese Government’s
“Human rights record remains poor,
and the government continued to com-
mit numerous and serious abuses.
There was backsliding on key human
rights issues.”

The recent passing of Zhao Ziyang,
the former Secretary General of China,
reminds the world of the courage of the
heroes of Tiananmen. Zhao dared to re-
sist the Chinese Communist Party’s de-
cision to crush the pro-democracy
movement. And I remind my col-
leagues that at the time he was the
chairman of the Chinese Communist
Party. He very courageously, just
weeks before the massacre, made a
very crucial appeal to the students to
leave Tiananmen Square to prevent
bloodshed.

With tears in his eyes and bullhorn in
his hands, he apologized to them for
having come too late. His courage in
opposing military force resulted in his
dismissal from the government, his
name erased from Chinese history
books, and almost 16 years under house
arrest, until his recent death. The Chi-
nese Government has tried to erase the
history of Tiananmen and Zhao’s leg-
acy, but the world will remember.

For all their power, the regime is
afraid of Zhao. They were afraid of him
in life; they are afraid of him in death.
But the more they try to suppress his
message and his courage, the stronger
they make him.

Today, we are once again calling on
Beijing to release thousands of
Tiananmen activists held to this day
and all the prisoners of conscience,
whose only crime was to demand their
basic human rights.

I commend the Bush administration
for reiterating its support of the U.S.
arms embargo. The European Union
has showed leadership in fighting for
human rights all over the world. Now
is not the time for them to abandon
those principles.

I just would like to make this point,
because I mentioned trade in the begin-
ning. Since the time of the Tiananmen
Square massacre, for many years we
have had debate on the floor as to
whether we could use economic lever-
age to improve the human rights situa-
tion in China; that we could use eco-
nomic leverage to improve the per-
formance of the Chinese regime in re-
gard to fairness and in trade with our
country and to stop the proliferation of
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weapons of mass destruction by the re-
gime to unsafeguarded countries.

That idea was rejected by the Con-
gress, and I may say in a bipartisan
way: President Bush, President Clin-
ton, President Bush all shared the
same view. But it was wrong, and it is
still wrong.

The fact is that we did not use the le-
verage, and everyone said economic re-
form is going to lead to political re-
form; this trade is going to enable the
Chinese people to be freer. The fact is
that has not worked. And the trade def-
icit, which we thought was giving us
leverage in 1989 of $2 billion, $2 billion,
this enormous amount of money we
thought was going to give us leverage
for human rights, improve trade rela-
tions, as well as stopping the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction,
well, the trade deficit today, thanks to
this policy, is now $2 billion a week,
not a year, a week. Over $2 billion a
week.

The point I want to make in relation-
ship to the European Union, though, is
the following: for a long time over that
time the Chinese Government was very
clever. They took advantage of the
U.S. because we welcomed them with
open arms. Just flood our markets with
your products, maintain your barriers
to our products going into China, and
you have this. China has a huge trade
surplus. And where did they spend that
surplus? They spent it in Europe, and
they spent it in other parts of the
world using economic leverage for a po-
litical purpose: just exactly what they
argued against when we wanted to do it
to improve human rights, to stop the
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction, and to improve the trade sit-
uation.

So it is no wonder the European
Union does not have the kind of trade
deficit with China that we have, be-
cause China buys from the European
Union, or they did for at least long
enough to get them with the program.
And what the program is is a giant eco-
nomic power using its economic power
to suppress initiatives that make the
world safer, that make people freer,
and make trade fairer.

So I applaud again the distinguished
gentlewoman from Florida for her re-
marks and the leadership of the com-
mittee for their initiative in bringing
this to the floor; and I would hope, I
would hope that the Bush administra-
tion’s statements will now be met with
firmness in dealing with the EU that
this is important to us. Because the
trade embargo is there for a reason,
and now that it is lifted, if it is lifted,
the world will be a less safe place.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. KIRK).

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Rarely in human history have so
many been armed by so few in a crass
and cynical pursuit of profit at the ex-
pense of Asia’s peace. The word should
go forth that the French President is
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determined to sell weapons that will be
aimed at Japan and Korea and Taiwan
and the Philippines and the men and
women of the United States military.
These weapons will be built in France
and pointed directly at the people who
serve in the United States Navy.

In lifting the arms embargo against
China, Europe will be making an enor-
mous mistake. Europe’s short-term
concern with the corporate bottom line
will lead to greater conflict and in-
creased peril for Americans serving in
uniform. Since 1989, China has been al-
most cut off from European tech-
nology, and China’s leaders have re-
sponded by a cooperative foreign policy
designed to lift this embargo so they
can arm to the teeth as the rising
power of Asia to challenge the other
powers, all democracies on her periph-
ery.

If you are pro-U.S. Navy, you should
be against this. If you are pro-Japa-
nese, you should be against this. If you
are pro-Indian, you should be against
this. Because these European weapons
will be directed at each of these democ-
racies.
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This is a very short-term decision for
a very few profits, and it is Jacques
Chirac that is doing this. That will cre-
ate greater insecurity in Asia, lay the
seeds for a conflict, and maybe the
death of Americans caused by French
weapons sold for short-term profits.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I just want to make a comment
about my good friend’s observations.
He is absolutely correct. This greed-
driven policy by a Europe which was
twice liberated in the 20th century by
the United States, a policy which, by
the way, this past year, in 2004, re-
sulted in over a half a billion dollars of
military sales already to China, with
again the French leading the way. The
degree of cynicism, the degree of greed
displayed by some European leaders
turns one’s stomach.

I strongly urge all of my colleagues
to vote for our resolution.

Mr. Speaker, we have no additional
requests for time, and we yield back
the balance of our time.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. HOSTETTLER).

(Mr. HOSTETTLER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to wholeheartedly
support this common-sense resolution.

The U.S. and European Union, as we
have heard, established arms embar-
goes against the People’s Republic of
China following the June, 1989,
Tiananmen Square Massacre.

The U.S embargo continues today in
light of the widespread human rights
abuses that continue under the Com-
munist regime. But the European
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Union, in a move that can only be de-
scribed as reckless, is moving to lift its
ban on weapons sales.

EU states are even today selling
China so-called nonlethal technologies
that enhance its offensive capabilities.
Advanced radar systems sold to China,
for example, allow its military to bet-
ter target U.S. warships and aircraft.

For this reason, I introduced in the
defense authorization bill last year a
provision to prohibit the Defense De-
partment from buying weapons from
foreign companies that sell weapons to
the People’s Republic of China. My
measure, which passed the House, also
would have made it U.S. policy to deny
China defense technology that could
threaten the U.S. or destabilize the
Western Pacific region.

Unfortunately, this provision was
dropped in conference as a result of
Senate objections. But we are here
again today discussing this vitally im-
portant issue.

I strongly encourage the EU to place
international security and human
rights ahead of any monetary benefits
from selling weapons to China, and I
urge passage of this resolution.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. CHABOT).

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this resolution. The European Union
imposed a ban on arms sales to the
People’s Republic of China following
the Tiananmen Square Massacre back
in 1989. In recent months it has become
apparent that European nations, seeing
an opportunity to profit from China’s
large-scale military modernization pro-
gram, may well be prepared to lift that
embargo in the near future, and I be-
lieve that would be a terrible mistake.

In a November 30, 2004, letter to the
President of the European Union, 25
Members of this body who opposed the
lifting of the arms embargo stressed
that such a decision would alter the
current fragile military balance across
the Taiwan Straits. It would rapidly
tip the balance in the PRC’s favor. In
the last year alone, China has added
more than 100 missiles to its arsenal,
bringing to more than 600 the number
pointed directly across the Taiwan
Straits at Taiwan.

The EU’s imminent decision to lift
the arms embargo would further iso-
late that island nation and endanger
its sovereignty and the safety of its
citizens.

A lifting of the European arms em-
bargo and further modernization of
China’s army would also create new
dangers for the United States and its
Asian allies. If we were ever to be
called upon, and I hope this never hap-
pens, but if we were ever called upon to
intervene in an Asian military crisis,
the lives of our servicemen and women
would be increasingly endangered.

Mr. Speaker, our European neighbors
need to think long and hard about the
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short- and long-term negative effects
of the lifting of the arms embargo. Sta-
bility in Asia is all too important to
dismiss for the sake of short-term prof-
its for European arms dealers.

I thank the chairman for bringing
this important resolution to the floor
in such a timely manner. I particularly
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. GALLEGLY) for doing this, and I
urge my colleagues to support the reso-
lution.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I would like to close by thanking the
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) and those on the other side of the
aisle for their strong support for this
important issue. I ask all of my col-
leagues to join in strong bipartisan
support of this critical resolution, H.
Res. 57.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in support of House Resolution 57.

Mr. Speaker, while | support passage of this
resolution, | am disappointed that events re-
quire us to debate it today. How any European
leader could seriously contemplate the notion
of arms sales to the regime in Beijing is, frank-
ly, a mystery to me.

Beijing’s abysmal human rights record has
scarcely improved since the massacre at
Tiananmen Square that prompted the EU to
institute the embargo in the first place. The
communist authorities in China continue to de-
tain hundreds upon thousands of political pris-
oners. Torture remains widespread and sys-
temic. Political freedom is nonexistent, as are
the right to worship freely and the rule of law.
The flow of information is rigidly controlled by
government authorities and there is no inde-
pendent media or judiciary.

And the Chinese regime has shown no
signs of changing course. They have
backpedaled on promises of democratic re-
form in Hong Kong and routinely threaten the
peaceful democratic nation of Taiwan with
military force. And these threats have only be-
come louder and more belligerent in the years
since the imposition of the embargo. In fact,
the Chinese have become so bellicose and
bold in their threats to “crush” Taiwan’s self-
determination that they no longer make any
secret of their buildup—some 500 and count-
ing—of missiles pointed directly at Taiwan.

So we must ask why? Why would any free-
dom loving European nation entertain the idea
of selling weapons to a regime like the one
currently ruling on the Chinese mainland?
How could any nation that calls itself a friend
of the United States seriously consider selling
weapons to a regime whose stated goal is to
annex, by force, Taiwan—a democratic ally of
the United States? Perhaps most importantly,
why would any European country sell weap-
ons to the People’s Liberation Army knowing
that someday U.S. servicemen could be drawn
into a conflict in the Taiwan straits?

Does the EU honestly believe it is in the
best interests of the trans-Atlantic alliance to
create a possible situation that could pit U.S.
soldiers and sailors against Chinese soldiers
wielding European weapons? Haven't enough
U.S. soldiers been killed by European weap-
ons in the last two World Wars? The Euro-
pean Union member nations should think very
seriously about that last question before they
decide to lift this embargo.
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise to support H. Res. 57, which urges the
European Union to maintain its arms embargo
on the People’s Republic of China. While |
have been a supporter of increasing trade and
diplomatic relations with China, | am not near-
ly as comfortable with the idea of lifting the
arms embargo. | am also disturbed by reports
that China has sold weapons to Iraq that bol-
stered the regime of Saddam Hussein and are
now being used by insurgents who have got-
ten a hold of the regime’s weapons stockpiles.
China needs to take a giant step back in its
weapons proliferation in order to become a
valuable ally instead of the menacing figure it
often portrays.

Again, | want to reiterate that while | have
many concerns about the Chinese govern-
ment, | have long recognized that trade with
China has value for Americans and the people
of China, which is why | voted in favor of Per-
manent Normal Trade Relations (PNTR) with
China. My record on trade measures since
coming to Congress demonstrates my willing-
ness to evaluate each vote on its own merits,
as long as worker and environmental rights
are protected. In addition, | have voted for
most-favored-nation status for China, while |
have continued to raise my voice against the
“undemocratic” ways of China. Unlike during
the Cold War, we have unparalleled opportuni-
ties to bring the people of China and America
much closer together. Trade is one way to ac-
complish this, however my desire to bring our
two nations together is overshadowed today
by my concerns about China’s role in the
world, especially in the form of weapons pro-
liferation.

China’s weapons exports remain the most
serious proliferation threat in the world. Since
1980, China has supplied billions of dollars
worth of nuclear weapon, chemical weapon
and missile technology to South Asia, South
Africa, South America and the Middle East. It
has done so despite U.S. protests, and de-
spite repeated promises to stop. The exports
are still going on, and while they do, they
make it impossible for the United States and
its allies to halt the spread of weapons of
mass destruction. | am especially shocked by
the role of China in supplying Iraq with weap-
ons, including chemical weapons that were
used against the Kurdish people by the Sad-
dam Hussein regime. Now many of those
same weapons have fallen into the hands of
insurgents who are targeting our military per-
sonnel. China must cease and desist imme-
diately from interfering in Irag and bring itself
into the international circle of non-proliferation
efforts.

| urge the European Union not to lift its
Arms Embargo against China, because doing
so at this time will send the wrong signal. Re-
lations between the United States and China
are a long term effort, one which cannot be
handled with a singular approach. | stand for
trade and diplomatic relations with China be-
cause this increases our person to person
contacts that can only serve to create friendly
relationships. However, lifting the Arms Em-
bargo at this time will give the signal that pro-
liferation of these weapons is acceptable, and
it is not. Lifting the Arms Embargo will also
signal that a bad human rights record is ac-
ceptable, and likewise it is not. Lifting the
Arms Embargo against China will also signal
to other nations who seek to gain access to
weapons of mass destruction that proliferation
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of these weapons is acceptable, and to this
point the whole world must stand up and say
that it is not. | will continue to support in-
creased relations with China because it is a
key nation in the world, but | will forever
refuse to turn a blind eye to weapons pro-
liferation that threatens the security of all na-
tions.

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in sup-
port of H. Res. 57, expressing the Sense of
the U.S. House of Representatives that the
European Union should not lift its embargo on
the sale of arms to China.

After the 1989 Tiananmen Square Massacre
the European Union imposed a ban on arm
sales to China. | support this embargo, as |
believe it helps ensure peace in the region
and deters China from the use of arms against
Taiwan. In the world we live in we should
strive to ensure peace, liberty and democracy.
| feel strongly that the European Union’s lifting
of the arms embargo would be detrimental to
the fragile peace that we are striving to main-
tain, and | am proud to join my colleagues in
support of the embargo.

Ms. BORDALLO. | would like to thank
Chairman HYDE, Ranking Member LANTOS,
Congresswoman ROS-LEHTINEN, and Con-
gressman MCCOTTER for initiating this resolu-
tion urging the European Union to maintain its
arms embargo on the People’s Republic of
China. | rise today to give my strong support
to this resolution. The arms embargo we are
discussing today was placed on the People’s
Republic of China in response to the mas-
sacre at the Tiananmen Square on June 4,
1989. That singular event succinctly dem-
onstrated the oppression of those who suffer
under a closed society like the PRC. They suf-
fered on that fateful day at the hands of a bru-
tal suppression. | urge our European friends to
uphold their principled stand against arms
sales as they opposed arming Eastern Ger-
many and the Soviet Union during the Cold
War. At that time it was the safety of Europe
that hung in the balance. Now it is the peace
and stability of the Asia-Pacific region that is
at stake.

The gathering of students and peaceful pro-
testers at Tiananmen Square that summer
represented a value we in this country hold
dear: the right to freely assemble. If you be-
lieve in that freedom, then don't lift the embar-
go. Let us remember the graphic image of the
lone protester stopping a line of People’s Lib-
eration Army tanks on a Beijing highway. How
will the governments of Europe explain that
the next time this occurs the People’s Libera-
tion Army could be using French or German
tanks to quell a protest for democracy?

One member of the PRC government recog-
nized the plight of the Chinese people on that
fateful day and had the courage to admit that
the brutal suppression was a shameful trag-
edy. General Secretary Zhao Ziyang was then
stripped of power and placed under house ar-
rest until his recent passing. It is forbidden to
discuss his heroism in China, but here on the
floor of Congress we can be candid because
we enjoy the right to free speech that the peo-
ple of China do not. In his memory, | urge the
good nations of Europe to recognize that the
work begun by the protesters at Tiananmen is
not done.

| admit that | have personal interest in keep-
ing the arms embargo in place. The People’s
Republic of China has had a history of aggres-
sive military acquisition. These forces may
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someday threaten our allies in the Asia-Pacific
region. It was only recently that a Chinese
submarine was detected circling our island. |
urge the leaders of Europe to look beyond
their own self-interest and consider the cause
of freedom in making their decision concerning
the arms embargo.

To this end, | ask my colleagues to vote in
favor of House Resolution 57, to urge the Eu-
ropean Union to maintain its arms embargo on
the People’s Republic of China.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. GALLEGLY) that the
House suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, H. Res. 57.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

——————

RELATING TO FREE ELECTION IN
IRAQ HELD ON JANUARY 30, 2005

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to the previous order of the
House, I call up the resolution (H. Res.
60) relating to the free election in Iraq
held on January 30, 2005, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of House Resolution 60 is as
follows:

H. RES. 60

Whereas in April 2003, United States
Armed Forces and other Coalition forces lib-
erated the people of Iraq from the dictatorial
regime of Saddam Hussein;

Whereas at the end of June 2004, an Interim
Government of Iraq assumed sovereign au-
thority over Iraq;

Whereas the Interim Government of Iraq
called an election for January 30, 2005, to
elect a Transitional National Assembly,
which will choose Iraq’s Transitional Presi-
dency Council, approve Iraq’s other national
leaders, serve as a transitional legislature,
and draft a permanent Iraqi Constitution to
be submitted to a referendum;

Whereas tens of thousands of Iraqis signed
petitions nominating thousands of can-
didates for seats in the Transitional Na-
tional Assembly under rules prescribed by
the Independent Electoral Commission of
Iraq;

Whereas thousands of Iraqis served as poll
workers or observers;

Whereas a terrorist insurgency used mur-
der and intimidation in a desperate but ulti-
mately fruitless attempt to prevent the peo-
ple of Iraq from exercising their right to
choose their own leaders;

Whereas despite the efforts of Coalition
forces and Iraqi security forces, a regret-
tably large number of Iraqi election workers,
political party volunteers, security officials,
candidates, and ordinary citizens attempting
to participate in the political process or who
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were merely innocent bystanders were vic-
timized by the insurgency, with some indi-
viduals having been killed while attempting
to vote;

Whereas millions of Iraqis nevertheless ex-
ercised their right to vote, despite threats
and actual violence directed against them;

Whereas Coalition forces, in cooperation
with Iraqi security forces, continue to pro-
vide security for the people of Iraq; and

Whereas a representative democracy is
more than a way to settle disputes but, most
importantly, ascribes intrinsic value to
every human being: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) congratulates the people of Iraq, in par-
ticular those individuals who participated in
the political process as voters, poll workers,
observers, party workers, or candidates for
the Transitional National Assembly, for hav-
ing taken part in the historic and inspiring
Iraqi election of January 30, 2005;

(2) expresses its thanks to the Interim Gov-
ernment of Iraq and the Independent Elec-
toral Commission of Iraq, Iraqi and Coalition
security forces, and the civilian United
States and international partners of the
Government of Iraq for their tenacious ef-
forts to create the conditions in which a free
election could be held;

(3) expresses its condolences to the fami-
lies of those Iraqis who perished while at-
tempting to exercise their right to choose
their government or while protecting Iraqis
who were doing so;

(4) congratulates the candidates who were
elected to Iraq’s Transitional National As-
sembly which will be, when it is formed, the
newest democratically-elected legislature in
the world;

(5) offers its continued support to the peo-
ple and political institutions of Iraq, includ-
ing the Iraqi Transitional National Assem-
bly, as they deal with the consequences of
decades of misrule by the former regime of
Saddam Hussein;

(6) expresses its gratitude to the United
States Armed Forces for their ongoing val-
iant service to their country and commit-
ment to the highest ideals and traditions of
the people of the United States;

(7) expresses its gratitude to the families of
United States Armed Forces personnel, espe-
cially the families of those who have lost
loved ones in Operation Iraqi Freedom, and
to Armed Forces personnel wounded in the
service of their country, for their sacrifices;

(8) reaffirms that—

(A) United States Armed Forces in Iraq
will remain under the full authority, direc-
tion, and control of their United States com-
manders; and

(B) United States Armed Forces will pos-
sess all necessary authority to fulfill their
mission in Iraq effectively and to provide for
their operational safety;

(9) urges the people of the United States
and other countries to celebrate this latest
step in the restoration of freedom to the peo-
ple of Iraq; and

(10) reaffirms that the world is safer when
democracy replaces tyranny.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Tues-
day, February 1, 2005, the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
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which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Res. 60.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
important resolution relating to the
free elections held in Iraq on Sunday,
January 30. I commend the leadership
for bringing this important measure to
the floor at this time.

This past Sunday, freedom permeated
from all corners of Iraq. Iraqis cele-
brated their vote. They reveled in it
and embraced it. They clearly dem-
onstrated to the terrorists and to the
world the power of the human spirit.
They showed the indomitable will of a
free people anxious to exercise their
rights as human beings and citizens.
We witnessed women in this Arab na-
tion taking their place as free individ-
uals alongside men, their voices and
their votes given equal weight.

The Kurdish people, who have been
the victims of unspeakable human
rights violations under Saddam Hus-
sein’s evil regime, at long last voted to
take their well-earned, equal, respected
place in a new Iraq. Both Shias and
Sunnis, through the ballot box, were
afforded an equal opportunity to exer-
cise their rights and a role in their fu-
ture government.

Some naysayers have focused on per-
centages and what ethnic group voted
more than others. I, however, will al-
ways remember the images of the
young and old Iraqis, of men and
women of all backgrounds, proudly
showing their ink-stained fingers,
while hugging and waving to American
soldiers in a show of gratitude.

I have never been prouder to have
been an American and know that we
have and will continue to contribute to
make these images of hope possible. It
is a testament to the power of freedom
that as we commemorated the libera-
tion of Auschwitz we finished that
same week with elections in a country
previously shackled with decades of
tyranny.

It is a victory for those of us who be-
lieve that people throughout the Mid-
dle East are not just ready but enthusi-
astic for democracy. It is a victory for
the principle that human rights are
universal and not gifts bestowed to a
select few.

However, our work is by no means
complete. From Iran to Libya, from
Saudi Arabia to Syria and beyond,
much of the Middle East remains en-
gulfed in oppression under the iron grip
of dictatorships. Only by securing a de-
cisive shift towards democracy across
the region can the misery endured by
the people of the Middle East be re-
lieved.

Simultaneously, we must encourage
those governments and populations in
the region who have heeded the call for
political and economic reform to ex-
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pand those efforts, as they will surely
ensure a prosperous future for their
people and a more secure and stable
world for us all.

Let us congratulate and commend
the courageous Iraqis for defying the
terrorists in going to the polls in huge
numbers. Let us honor the brave men
and women of our Armed Forces and
all Iraqi security forces, officials and
innocent civilians who have given their
lives so that all Iraqis were given the
opportunity to exercise a valuable,
cherished freedom.

As the great communicator, former
President Ronald Reagan, said on Jan-
uary 20, 1981, ‘““No weapon in the arse-
nals of the world is so formidable as
the will and moral courage of free men
and women.”’” This was clearly evident
in Iraq this past Sunday.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to overwhelmingly support
this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this resolution. I first want to com-
mend the bipartisan leadership of this
body for bringing this resolution to the
floor.

Mr. Speaker, the votes are still being
counted in Iraq, but it is already clear
that democracy has won. The people of
Iraq have cast their ballots in favor of
freedom, including the right to choose
their own leaders and their own fate.

We should not be surprised. We have
seen people choose freedom over tyr-
anny repeatedly during the past 15
years in country after country. But
Iraqis voted in unprecedented cir-
cumstances, literally risking life and
limb merely to exercise the privilege
that most of us take for granted and
many of us do not even exercise. Their
courage inspires us, reinvigorating our
own love for democracy and testifying
to the power of freedom’s call.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to have
been a fly on the wall of those in power
throughout the Arab world who
watched the televised spectacle of
Iraqis freely choosing their own lead-
ers. We do not know yet who will lead
the new Iraqi government, but we
know that that government will be the
sole representative of democracy in the
halls of the Arab league. And we know
that increasing numbers of Arab citi-
zens in other Arab countries are al-
ready asking why their governments,
with very limited exceptions, are cho-
sen and perpetuated only at gunpoint.

The evident success of the election
should boost the self-confidence of all
concerned. Iraqis themselves organized
the campaign and election. They mon-
itored the vote, they secured the poll-
ing places, and now they are counting
the ballots.

U.S. forces wisely situated them-
selves beyond the horizon of the polling
places, but no one should lose sight of
the fact that it was American and coa-
lition soldiers who made this day pos-
sible because of their performance on
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election day and for many days and
weeks before.
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Mr. Speaker, we must pay special
tribute today to the bravery shown by
our fighting men and women, to the
commitment shown by our civilian per-
sonnel in Iraq and to the dedication
and sacrifice shown by their families. I
am proud that this resolution does just
that.

We also acknowledge with respect
those who have been wounded in the
prosecution of this war, and we remem-
ber with the deepest sadness those who
made the ultimate sacrifice.

Not the least of the gratifying devel-
opments on Sunday was the excellent
manner in which the Iraqi armed forces
acquitted themselves. We need to pay
special tribute to General David
Petraeus for his extraordinary work in
training Iraq’s military forces.

Mr. Speaker, I believe Sunday’s elec-
tion is an important milestone in the
democratic development not only of
Iraq but the entire Middle East. But it
is also another battle won in the fight
against the antidemocratic terrorists
who opposed the election and continue
their pernicious struggle. The impres-
sive voter turnout, perhaps most im-
pressive in the Sunni areas where anti-
democratic intimidation was the most
intense, is the surest sign that Iraqis as
a whole are embracing the legitimacy
of their new government and their new
security forces.

But we must be realistic, Mr. Speak-
er. Democracy entails far more than a
day at the polls. The major challenges
are still ahead for Iraq. Can Iraqis en-
sure that all segments of their nation
have the opportunity to be heard? Will
they produce a fair and workable con-
stitution leading to a durable democ-
racy? Will they learn the art of com-
promise that will be essential to their
success? Will they be moderate or will
they dig in their heels on the difficult
issues such as the role of religion or
the disposition of the contested city of
Kirkuk?

Building democracy in the Middle
East will require immense patience. It
surely is a multigenerational project.
Even building democracy in just one
nation, especially one with a com-
plicated society such as Iraq’s, is a
long-term challenge. But for today, Mr.
Speaker, let us recognize that the Iraqi
people have just taken a first but vi-
tally important step towards meeting
that challenge, and let us affirm that
they merit the admiration of all free
peoples across the globe. And last, but
hardly least, let us take pride in Amer-
ica’s enormous contribution towards
true Iraqi self-determination.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
am very proud to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. LIN-
COLN DIAZ-BALART), the vice chair of
the Committee on Rules.
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Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. I thank the distinguished gen-
tlewoman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this resolution brought forth by our
majority leader and others commemo-
rating, celebrating the extraordinarily
historic accomplishment of the Iraqi
people last Sunday.

As our majority leader stated in a
meeting where we were able to hear
him speak just a few minutes ago, what
we saw, what the world saw in Iraq on
Sunday was more than an accomplish-
ment. It was a miracle. But it was a
miracle made possible by the leader-
ship of President Bush and the Armed
Forces of the United States and the co-
alition that have stood firmly for the
security of a people who were oppressed
for decades and who made it known to
the entire world last Sunday that those
thugs who seek to cloak themselves in
some sort of sector of Islamist thought
are nothing but a bunch of gangsters,
thugs and gangsters who seek to in-
timidate through violence and through
terror.

So the world was able to see on Sun-
day the gangsters and the thugs for
what they are, a pathetic group dedi-
cated to terror and intimidation. The
world has seen and was able to see, by
the courage of the millions and mil-
lions of Iraqis who, despite the threat
to their own lives, stood in line and the
lines refused to be broken. As our ma-
jority leader stated so eloquently in
the meeting that we had, as I stated
before, earlier today, the lines refused
to break even when the bombs came
and the attacks came and the injured
were taken to hospitals and the dead
were mourned. Yet the lines remained
to demonstrate to the world that the
Iraqi people not only seek but appre-
ciate and will stand for their freedom
and that the gangsters and the thugs
are simply pathetic believers in vio-
lence.

I am a firm believer in the Bush doc-
trine. All people want to be free and all
people deserve to be free. There are a
handful of tyrannies in the world.
Their day will soon come, also.

Just 90 miles from the shores of the
United States there is a tyrant who for
46 years has oppressed a people, also
through the same gangster tactics that
these thugs in the Middle East use. Un-
fortunately, he has all the weapons,
and his people are unarmed. His day
will soon come as well.

This is a great day for history, for
peace that we are celebrating today
with this resolution by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY). That is why I
so strongly support it.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
am so proud to yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs. MIL-
LER).

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, there have been so
many images that have come out of the
election in Iraq that have warmed the
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hearts of all who love freedom. My fa-
vorite was that of a woman holding up
the victory sign accentuated by the
blue ink on her finger indicating that
she had voted. That victory sign stands
for victory over dictatorship, for vic-
tory over terror, victory for democ-
racy, victory for freedom.

There have also been some state-
ments from voters showing what they
think of their newfound freedoms. One
voter remarked, ‘I moved to mark my
finger with ink. I dipped it deep as if I
was poking the eyes of all the world’s
tyrants.”

The Iraqi people have spoken with a
loud voice, and once again freedom is
on the march. This is thanks to the
dedication not only of the people of
Iraq but certainly for all the service
and the sacrifice of our brave men and
women in the armed services.

So I do find it amazing that some on
the other side of the aisle and through-
out our Nation are calling for a quick
pullout of our troops from Iraq. We all
want our troops to come home, and
they will, as soon as their mission is
accomplished, as soon as it is com-
pleted. They will not leave early and
allow dictatorship and repression to re-
turn to fill the vacuum left by their de-
parture.

Many of these advocates of an early
withdrawal were also in opposition to
President Ronald Reagan when he
stood strong for freedom against Soviet
communism. These same detractors
say that we should not overhype the
election in Iraq. In 1989, were they say-
ing that we should not overhype the
fall of the Berlin Wall? Tell that to the
people of the former East Germany
who now live in freedom, tell it to the
people of Poland, tell it to the people
of the Czech Republic, tell it to the
people of Hungary, or to the people of
the Ukraine, all of whom live in free-
dom because of the steadfast deter-
mination of the American people to
spread liberty.

The flag of freedom has been raised
high in Iraq, and we cannot and must
not leave Iraq before freedom and de-
mocracy take root. Because, just as in
Europe, the idea of freedom will reso-
nate throughout the Middle East.

Let freedom ring.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROYCE), a member of the Committee on
International Relations.

Mr. ROYCE. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this resolution celebrating the free
elections held in Iraq this past week-
end. I think it is important that the
world watched as millions of Iraqis de-
fied the edict of Zarkawi and other ter-
rorist leaders, defied their edict not to
participate and went forward to cast
what for most was the first meaningful
vote in their lives.

Thousands of Iraqis served as poll
workers. There were thousands of ob-
servers, as this resolution notes. The
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turnout exceeded all expectations.
Iraqis of all backgrounds celebrated
this milestone in the history of their
country, but I believe it was a mile-
stone for the Middle East and a mile-
stone for the world. Tyrants and dic-
tators would have people believe that
democracy is a charade. Tell that to
the Iraqis celebrating in the streets
throughout Iraq. They rejected Saddam
Hussein in a way that they had not had
an opportunity to before, and they ac-
tually rejected him with an excla-
mation point in this election. What we
saw was yet more evidence that the
yearning to shape the political life of
one’s community and one’s nation is
universal. Freedom truly is a human
aspiration.

Voting, as we have heard, is a step.
The ballots have not yet been counted.
A constitution needs to be drafted. De-
mocracy, if it is going to work, must
respect the interests of minorities.
Otherwise, it is the tyranny of the ma-
jority.

In general, everyone wants their own
rights respected. The challenge is to
get people to respect the next person’s
rights. Kurdish rights must be pro-
tected, Sunni rights must be respected,
and the rights of the Iraqi down the
street must be respected. As President
Bush has told the American people,
this will be a long struggle. Iraq is very
difficult terrain.

The stars of last weekend clearly
were the Iraqi people. They put their
lives on the line for a better future.
Some were killed. But, make no mis-
take about it, there was a key sup-
porting cast. Our Nation owes a debt of
gratitude to the many members of our
Armed Forces, our diplomats and other
Americans in Iraq who are also risking
their lives and in some cases sacri-
ficing their lives to help Iraqis and also
Americans.

We have a strong national interest in
seeing Iraq become a success. If this
happens, when the history of this era
in Iraq is written, these men and
women will be widely revered.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, insurgents in Iraq this
weekend had vowed to wash the streets
in blood. Yet, despite all their threats
of people who were going to get killed
and places that were going to be
bombed, and indeed 43 people were
killed, despite all that, voters turned
out, of course, in record numbers be-
cause the election itself was a record.

One voter said on Sunday that each
vote was a bullet in the heart of the
enemy. We are defeating the terrorists
in coming here, he said proudly, as he
dipped his finger in the famous purple
ink. This was done in over 30,000 poll-
ing places. And now the votes are being
counted.

When we look at the turnout, nearly
60 percent, we are not really sure what
the turnout officially is, but compare
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that to the United States presidential
election just this November of a 60.7
percent voter turnout. Yet no one was
threatened to be killed. That was the
highest turnout in the United States of
America in 38 years. Indeed, in my
home county in Savannah, Georgia,
Chatham County had a turnout of a
mere 48 percent 2 years ago when we
elected the Governor of Georgia.
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So for them wunder these cir-
cumstances to have a 60 percent voter
turnout, it is phenomenal; but it is also
a huge statement on how badly people
want freedom, how badly they want to
throw off the shackles of oppression,
and how they value the opportunity to
vote.

The U.S. Marines said that watching
voters go to the polls was a spectacular
and a wonderful payoff of the mag-
nitude of the well-visualized photo of
their knocking down Saddam Hussein’s
statue 2 years ago in Baghdad. And the
people who died, the 43 lives who are no
longer with us, they should all be re-
membered along with the other heroes
who made the day possible. We owe
them a debt of gratitude.

It took the United States of America
7 years to fight the Revolutionary War
to win its independence from Britain,
and then it was not until 1789 that we
threw out the Articles of Confederation
and wrote our own Constitution. And
yvet we fought a Civil War since then
and we have had lots of struggles and
lot of amendments to our Constitution.
Indeed, over 200 years later, we are still
fighting and working on this experi-
ment that we call democracy, rep-
resentative democracy.

What the world needs to do right now
is to support Iraq in this endeavor. It is
time for folks around the globe to say
this did serve as a referendum and a
statement; now let us reach out and do
what we can to help Iraq become inde-
pendent.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI); but before turning the micro-
phone over to her, let me just say she
has devoted her life to expanding the
arena of freedom and democracy
throughout the globe, and we are proud
to have her represent us as our leader
in this body.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the ranking member for his very gen-
erous remarks and commend him in
turn for his leadership and the deter-
mination and dedication that he has
given to human rights throughout the
world and freedom throughout the
world. Having just visited Auschwitz
and having his own personal sad experi-
ence in the deprivation of freedom, he
is an inspiration to all of us. I hope
that the trip was not too painful for
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS), but again his courage and his
determination are a lesson to all of us,
and I thank him.

Mr. Speaker, Sunday was a historic
day for the people of Iraq. In the face of
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violence and threats, millions of Iraqis
made it clear that they want the future
of their own country decided by the
ballot, not by the bomb or the bullet.
Their willingness to risk their lives to
vote is compelling evidence of the
depth of their aspiration for self-deter-
mination. Their courage commands our
admiration and our respect.

The bravery of our military per-
sonnel cannot be praised highly
enough. Without their selflessness in
the face of great danger, the election
could not have been held. Every Amer-
ican is inspired by their courage, their
patriotism, and the sacrifice they are
willing to make for our country.

Iraqis have demonstrated their desire
to take responsibility for their coun-
try’s future. Our effort now should be
to use the momentum created by the
election to help them realize that goal.
Iraq needs to be made more secure. Let
us intensify our efforts to train the
Iraqi Army that can provide that secu-
rity. The sooner we transfer the re-
sponsibility for security of Iraq over to
the Iraqis, the better.

Iraq’s future depends on improve-
ments to its economic infrastructure.
Let us accelerate the reconstruction ef-
forts that have lagged so badly and
give Iraqis a larger stake in having
those efforts succeed.

Iraq’s political future depends on the
involvement of all Iraqis in the polit-
ical process. Let us redouble our diplo-
matic efforts with Iraq’s neighbors to
help create an environment in which
Iraq includes those who have thus far
felt excluded.

We know that Sunday’s election was
but a step on the road to a stable and
secure Iraq. The American people, who
have sacrificed so much for Iraq, are
owed a clear explanation by the Presi-
dent of his plan to end our presence in
Iraq and of the standards by which
they can judge that plan. I hope that
we will hear that plan tonight in the
President’s State of the Union address.

In congratulating the Iraqi people on
their achievement, we also need to ac-
knowledge that the election should sig-
nal the beginning of a change in our re-
lationship with Iraq.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2%
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, on Sunday Iraq held
democratic elections to nominate leg-
islators to write Iraq’s constitution,
and I want to congratulate the coura-
geous Iraqi people who voted in the
election. My congressional district,
Marin and Sonoma Counties, north of
San Francisco, across the Golden Gate
Bridge, had an 89% percent voter turn-
out in the United States the last elec-
tion, 89%%. Believe me, we know the im-
portance that elections play in our de-
mocracy.
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And now with Iraq’s elections com-
pleted, we in the United States must
ensure that the people of Iraq control
their own affairs as Iraq transitions to-
wards democracy. In fact, Sunday’s
election gives the United States yet
another opportunity to get back on
course in Iraq. We can do this by sup-
porting the Iraqi people, not through
our military but through international
cooperation to help rebuild Iraq’s eco-
nomic and physical infrastructure.
There are four components to my plan
on how to do this. H. Con. Res. 35,
which is co-sponsored by over two
dozen other Members of the House, this
plan secures Iraq for the future. It en-
sures that America’s role in Iraq gives
Iraq back to the Iraqis and actually
makes America safer.

First, we need to develop and imple-
ment a plan to begin the immediate
withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq.
Second, we must develop and imple-
ment a plan for the reconstruction of
Iraq’s civil and economic infrastruc-
ture. Third, we need to convene an
emergency meeting of Iraq’s leadership
and the international community to
replace U.S. military forces in Iraq
with an international peacekeeping
force and Iraqi police and national
guard forces. Finally, we need to take
all steps to provide that the Iraqi peo-
ple receive the opportunity they de-
serve to control their own internal af-
fairs.

In conclusion, I wholeheartedly sa-
lute the Iraqi people for their courage
in participating in last Sunday’s elec-
tions. But if we are to succeed in Iraq,
we must utilize this moment as a
means to bring our troops home and a
means to return power to the Iraqi peo-
ple.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. FRANKS).

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, only a few months ago, for the first
time in history, ballot boxes were com-
ing in from remote places like Khyber
Pass in Afghanistan on the backs of
mules. What a great time it is to live
in this world.

And last Sunday we saw free elec-
tions in a nation whose people have
been crushed and oppressed since the
days their country was called Babylon.
We saw young men carrying old men to
the polls. We saw one gentleman whose
leg had been blown off by a terrorist
bomb who said, I will crawl to vote if
that is what it takes. And one of Sad-
dam Hussein’s former generals said,
When I voted today, it felt so good in-
side, like I was free.

Mr. Speaker, the United States of
America has been a leader in freedom,
and we have now had the privilege of
becoming the unipolar superpower of
the entire world. No nation on Earth
can actually challenge us in military,
economic, or technological terms; and
truly every nation sees America now as
the flagship of humanity. This Nation
now possesses a greater opportunity to
promote freedom in the world than we
have had since the Republic began.
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But it is because we have had such
great victories and opportunities that
more than ever before we must be deep-
ly humble and remind ourselves that
we are only briefly the temporary
stewards of this God-given greatest Na-
tion in the history of humankind. And
we only have a short time to fulfill our
privileged and sacred mission of mak-
ing America such a beacon of liberty
that the light of freedom will some day
fall across the faces of every person on
this planet.

Last Sunday tells me, Mr. Speaker,
that this is the generation who lives in
the window of time where we can firm-
ly set the world on that course. This is
freedom’s day, and we must seize it
while we can. And while I do not often
quote Shakespeare, he said, ‘‘There is a
tide in the affairs of men, which taken
at the flood, leads on to fortune; omit-
ted” or delayed, ‘‘all the voyage of
their lives is bound in shallows and in
miseries. On such a full sea, we now
find ourselves afloat, and we must take
the current when it serves or lose our
ventures.”’

Mr. Speaker, as we take this current
to freedom, let us remember that the
best leverage to maintain freedom’s
march in the world is to make sure
that its foundations are secure beneath
freedom’s home; and then, Mr. Speak-
er, let us take this tide of freedom as it
serves so that one day all generations
will bask in this glorious sunlight of
liberty just as it has now begun to
dawn on the people of Iraq.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 32
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I thank him for always
standing first and foremost for human
rights here and around the world. I am
not surprised that he would come for-
ward with the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) with this well-deserved
and important resolution.

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing more
gratifying to the American people than
seeing people vote, and especially peo-
ple vote for the first time. I feel what
is happening in Iraq with great and
moving nostalgia because it reminds
me of the first African Americans who
voted after the Civil War. It reminds
me that this is the 40th anniversary of
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 and what
it meant for people in Alabama and
Georgia to come to the polls for the
first time. There is unanimous ap-
plause for the people of Iraq who risked
their lives to come to the polls. They
did not just vote. Many of them knew
they were risking life and limb to vote.

They know, however, and we know
where the risk was greatest, and that
risk was greatest on the Armed Forces
of the United States and their allies
who made this right possible.

Mr. Speaker, I come forward to say
that no people in our country more ap-
preciate that vote on January 30 than
the people in the District of Columbia.
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In the District of Columbia, lives were
lost for the vote in Iraq. But these resi-
dents are the progeny of 2 centuries of
District residents who have gone to
war without a vote. Three of these
young men who were on the frontlines
in Iraq came to the House as the House
opened and asked for the same vote for
their families and for the residents of
the District of Columbia as their serv-
ice has given to the people of Iraq.
They asked to start with the Com-
mittee of the Whole where we had the
right to vote but the right was taken
from us when the majority changed.

Listen to one of the young men:
“Two of my friends and I earlier this
month asked for the return of the
House vote of the Committee of the
Whole our city won during the 103rd
Congress . . . Think of what American
leaders and citizens would say if one
party were to nullify the legitimate
vote of another party after the elec-
tions in Iraq.”

They asked to see the Speaker; the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI), leader of the Democrats. She
saw him. The Speaker and a member of
his staff were unable to see him. Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN and I have reintro-
duced the No Taxation Without Rep-
resentation Act.
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Let me leave you with the words, fi-
nally, of one of these young men.

“I was prepared in Iraq for whatever
came, including service in a border
breach squad charged with clearing
mines and anything else that got in the
way to prepare the first troops to cross
the border. That was my duty and I
would do it again. However, our coun-
try also has an important obligation to
those who serve and to other citizens.
One of the most important obligations
is to ensure every citizen that his rep-
resentative will have a chance to vote
before that citizen goes to war for his
country.”

The third young man: ‘“My father
served in the 101st Airborne in Vietnam
and I am proud to follow him by serv-
ing my country in the same manner. 1
want equal treatment at home. I want
the same voting representation in the
House and Senate as other soldiers and
as the Iraqi people have in their elec-
tions this month.”

Out of the mouths of young residents
of the District of Columbia who are on
the frontline. I will insert their state-
ments and a statement concerning
their service from the Washington Post
in the RECORD.

STATEMENT OF EMORY KOSH

First, my thanks to Congresswoman Nor-
ton and Senator Lieberman for re-intro-
ducing the No Taxation Without Representa-
tion Act. I also want to thank Mr. Shallal
for his moving words addressed to men and
women like me who served in Iraq and to
D.C. residents. During the year I spent in
Iraq, I met and spoke with many Iraqi citi-
zens, but Mr. Shallal is the first Iraqi Amer-
ican I have met. His words have special
meaning to me and I thank him.

When I watch television and see people in
Iraq and here in the United States preparing
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to vote in the Iraq elections for voting rep-
resentation, I think of my time in their
country. I am proud that I had some role in
the voting rights Iraqis will get there on
Sunday. For that reason, I deeply appreciate
that Mr. Shallal has come not only to thank
us, but to join us in the fight for the same
voting representation here in the Nation’s
capital.

Two of my friends and I earlier this month
asked for the return of the House vote in the
Committee of the Whole our city won during
the 103rd Congress that was taken from us
when control of the Congress changed hands.
Think of what American leaders and citizens
would say if one party were to nullify the le-
gitimate vote of another party after the elec-
tions in Iraq. Our vote in the Committee of
the Whole represented the first step toward
the goal of D.C. residents as expressed in the
No Taxation Without Representation Act.
We didn’t intend to stop there when we
asked that this first step be taken, and we
won’t stop now. We will work with the Con-
gresswoman, the Senator, Mr. Shallal and
our fellow citizens until the full voting
rights we fought for in Iraq are also avail-
able here in our hometown.

REMARKS OF ISAAC LEWIS

Congresswoman Norton, Mayor Williams
and fellow Americans, thank you for recog-
nizing us today. I was born and raised in the
District of Columbia and have always wanted
to be in the military and when I graduated
from Dunbar High School, I joined the Army
Reserves. As a volunteer soldier I was pre-
pared for the interruption of my education
at Morehouse, or as it turned out at Bowie
State where I was in college when I was
called up. I had to withdraw in the middle of
the semester and the loss of that time will
delay for a year and a half the possibility of
law school for me. Yet my service in the
military has helped me meet my dream of a
college education and I am proud to serve
my country.

I was prepared in Iraq for whatever came,
including service in a border breach squad
charged with clearing mines and anything
else that got in the way to prepare the first
troops to cross the border. That was my duty
and I would do my duty again. However, our
country also has an important obligation to
those who serve and to other citizens. One of
the most important obligations is to assure
every citizen that his representative will
have a chance to vote before that citizen
goes to war for his country. My buddies and
I from the 299th did not have the benefit of
that vote. I come to the Congress today to
ask for that vote before we are deployed
again. Congress can return the vote in Com-
mittee of the Whole that the District won
fair and square in the 103rd Congress. Al-
though this would not be the full vote other
Americans have and that the Iraqis soon will
have, I understand that this vote would be
the maximum the House of Representatives
can give at this time. The maximum is what
my buddies and I are pledged to give. We be-
lieve that voting representation is not too
much to ask in return.

REMARKS OF MARCUS GRAY

Congresswoman Norton, Mayor Williams
and fellow citizens, thank you for honoring
us here today. I am grateful to be back home
in the District of Columbia where I was born
and raised after almost a year in Iraq with
the 299th Engineering Company out of Fort
Belvoir, VA. My father served in the 101st
Airborne in Vietnam and I am proud to fol-
low him by serving my country in the same
manner. I am equally proud to be a resident
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of the District of Columbia where I was born
and raised. I am a graduate of Ballou High
School and will soon graduate from Norfolk
State University. I was at the University
when I was called to duty. I am back at Nor-
folk State to resume the year and a half I
lost while on active duty. I will obtain my
B.A. in sociology with a concentration in
Criminal Justice.

However, I could be called again this year,
but being called to active duty is what every
soldier in the Reserves expects could happen.
We also expect equal treatment and the
Army tries hard to see that all soldiers are
treated equally. However, I want equal treat-
ment at home as well. I want the same vot-
ing representation in the House and the Sen-
ate as other soldiers and as the Iraq people
will have in their elections this month.
Today I ask that Congress make a good start
by returning to me and other citizens of the
District of Columbia the vote in the Com-
mittee of the Whole we once had. This step
would make me as proud as I will be to see
the Iraqi people go to the polls on January
30th.

[From an article in the Washington Post on
the denial of Congressional voting rights
to D.C. residents]

Scanning the distant horizons looking for
people craving democracy.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) be
permitted to manage the balance of the
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased and proud to yield the balance
of our time to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
the democratic whip, who has been a
leader in the field of expanding the
arena of freedom globally.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I would like to acknowledge the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) and
his leadership. We had the opportunity
to travel recently to Iraq, to Amman,
and to Israel. Both Israel and Iraq have
now passed through two very historic
elections. I had the opportunity of
speaking about the Palestinian elec-
tion just recently.

Despite the fact, Mr. Speaker, that
we have differences over our Nation’s
military action in Iraq, I supported the
effort and will support the funding to
accomplish the objectives. But I have
made valid criticisms, as others have,
of the administration’s administration
or execution of the policy. However,
Mr. Speaker, I believe that all of us are
united today, hopefully, in saluting the
courageous Iraqi people who turned out
to vote on Sunday. I know that every
Member of the body commends the
bravery and sacrifice of our men and
women in uniform whose patriotism
and professionalism made this impor-
tant day possible.

We must hope that 50 years from now
a future generation of Iraqgis can look
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back at this election, this event, as a
turning point in the history of their
nation and as a victory for freedom
over tyranny, for democracy over des-
potism.

After toiling under the boot of Sad-
dam Hussein for decades and weath-
ering a vicious terrorist insurgency
over the last 2 years, the Iraqi people
said no, no to intimidation, and yes to
the most basic democratic right, the
right to vote.

Sunday’s election, Mr. Speaker, in
which millions of Iraqis cast ballots, is
a stunning repudiation of those who de-
spise freedom and democracy. Zarkawi,
that criminal leader of terrorist activ-
ity and insurgency in Iraq, said it accu-
rately for the terrorists: They despise
democracy. They despise freedom.
They fear the decisions of free people.
That is why they tried to intimidate
the Iraqi people.

Having lived under the totalitarian
Saddam Hussein regime all these years,
however, the Iraqi people know that
the insurgents offer nothing but fur-
ther repression and violence.

Last Friday, Mr. Speaker, I had the
privilege of visiting the out-of-country
voting station in New Carrollton,
Maryland, and watched as many of
these Iraqis Diaspora cast their votes
freely for the first time in their lives.
The joy and pride on their faces and in
their hearts had to move everyone with
whom they spoke. It was a moving mo-
ment, it was an historic moment, and
it was a poignant reminder to all of us
that our rights, while God-given, must
never be taken for granted; a reminder
that the cost of protecting those free-
doms is sometimes high, and we must
honor those with the courage and com-
mitment even for others across the sea
to protect those rights in the realiza-
tion that democracies and free people
are safer for us here at home than the
tyrannies that have prevailed in his-
tory.

Without question, Mr. Speaker, there
are difficult days ahead. The truly hard
work that remains in establishing a
viable, stable democracy that is capa-
ble of maintaining internal order in
Iraq is not finished by far. But today,
today at least, Mr. Speaker, let us cele-
brate the courage of the Iraqi people
and express our gratitude and pride in
the bravery of our Armed Forces, our
men and women in uniform who made
that day possible.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, before
yielding back our time, may I just re-
mind all of my colleagues and all of the
American people that we have been de-
bating three important policy resolu-
tions with a degree of bipartisan unity
that should fill us with pride and joy in
the recognition of the fact that, despite
all the commentary of deep divisions in
this body, we stood together, Repub-
licans and Democrats, supporting the
same resolutions and the same policies.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the balance of our time to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY),
the distinguished Majority Leader and
the original sponsor of this important
resolution.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding me this
time.

I just want to say the comments by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS) are well taken; and it is be-
cause of his work, and particularly his
work to hold us together and work to-
gether on these issues, that that kind
of bipartisan support for these resolu-
tion happens. So I commend the gen-
tleman and thank him very much for
his work and his willingness to work
with us.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) who came to
the floor because he just returned from
Iraq a couple of weeks ago and he has
some very important things to say.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the Majority Leader for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, two Sunday mornings I
was in Baghdad inside the Green Zone,
an idyllic morning in the cradle of civ-
ilization, if you will. But we had a
wide-ranging discussion with Prime
Minister Allawi about what lay ahead
for Iraq.

The Prime Minister said that what
matters most is the kind of Iraq that
we have at the end of this process. His
feeling was that Iraq had its roots in
ancient civilization. He now relished
the opportunity for Iraq to spread the
cause of democracy and liberty to
other areas of the Middle East, which
will make the cost and the risk of lib-
erating Iraq worthwhile. Terrorism
will continue after the elections be-
cause there will always be those who
resist stability, but it will become
more and more difficult to unravel the
community.

The Prime Minister became fairly
philosophical and said he had spent the
best part of his life fighting for free-
dom for his country, and now that free-
dom lay at the doorstep. He would not
allow those individuals, meaning the
Sunnis, to distract the process. He
stated that if they cannot participate
now, there will be a space open for
them to participate in the future.

To quote the Prime Minister, ‘“We
don’t want the radical forces to win
now, nor do we want the outside forces
from Syria or Iran to take over. I am a
practical person. The Sunnis are
changing. The process is slow, but our
only hope for everyone is to engage in
the process and distance ourselves from
the terrorists. February 1 begins the
next chapter in our country’s history.”
From the Prime Minister Dr. Allawi.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I appreciate the gentleman
from Texas entering the Prime Min-
ister of 1Iraq’s remarks into the
RECORD. I think it is very appropriate
to do at this time, particularly on this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, the central point of this
resolution is the central point of Amer-
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ica’s foreign policy: that mankind is
made more secure when tyranny is re-
placed by democracy. That is the story
of the American revolution against the
old world, Western Europe’s liberation
from Nazism, Eastern Europe and Cen-
tral America’s liberation from com-
munism and despotism, and the Middle
East’s liberation from terrorism. The
victory of human freedom over human
oppression, of good over evil, Mr.
Speaker, is why we are here.

Last Sunday morning, the people of
Iraq showed the world that humanity’s
will to freedom Kknows no borders.
When I first saw the news Sunday and
saw an image of a woman in Najaf
exiting her polling place alive and well
with tears streaming down her proud,
smiling face, I thought to myself, now,
this, this is what Operation Iraqi Free-
dom was all about. But I was wrong.
Sunday’s election, Sunday’s miracle of
democracy, was about more than that.

I thought about the image of the el-
derly man in a wheelchair in Basra
who, in his long years, saw revolution
and war, tyranny and terror and, fi-
nally, with a joy only possible in a man
who had known such pain, cast the
first ballot of his life.

I thought of the image of the little
girl with a ribbon in her hair, holding
her mother’s hand as hundreds of
women in traditional hijab dress wait-
ed in line. Now, this little girl was not
quite sure what was happening, only
that the women knew it was impor-
tant.

I thought of the image of the voters
in Baghdad who ducked for cover as
their polling place came under fire, yet
whose lines never broke. There were
bullets and bombs and mortar shells,
yet their lines never broke.

These voters in Baghdad, not sol-
diers, but shopkeepers and home-
makers, knew when they left for the
polls in the morning that they might
not come home. They knew that they
were targeted, that their spouses would
be, could be widowed and their children
orphaned. Yet the lines never broke. A
humble defiance of evil.

And that is when it hit me, Mr.
Speaker. Just as on Sunday all free
men and women were Iraqis and on
Sunday the Iraqis were all free men
and women. Sunday’s elections are not
just why we invaded Iraq. They were
why we stormed Omaha Beach and
took the Normandy cliffs. They are
why we held Little Round Top and
braved Valley Forge.

The lines that formed in Iraq on Sun-
day stretch not only around the world
but back in time to the moment when
13 British colonies declared their inde-
pendence. For the first time, at that
moment, a nation declared itself en-
dowed with an inalienable right to lib-
erty, and in 228 years since, no nation,
no nation, no people ever offered a
chance at freedom refused it.

Against all odds and it seemed at
times even against all hope, the Iraqi
people, over 8 million of them, all
marked by death by the terrorists,
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woke up Sunday morning and got into
line.

Some people still do not get it. They
still do not understand Concord and
Lexington or Gettysburg or Bastogne
or the Cold War, or even Flight 93.

0 1230

They do not understand why those
lines in Iraq never broke or that every
man and woman who ever lived, fought,
or died for freedom was standing in
that line with them. They still do not
know why we fight.

Last weekend that Iraqi woman in
the photograph knew. After a lifetime
of oppression she voted in humble defi-
ance of evil, and then she broke down
crying. And in those tears she is shed-
ding along with the anguish of how
many friends and children lost and how
many wars and prisons are the hopes
and dreams of all God’s children who
still yearn to be free.

Sunday’s elections in Iraq were not
an accomplishment; they were a mir-
acle, a miracle made possible by the re-
silience of a liberated Iraq, the mercy
of a loving God, and the moral courage
of this Nation under God to stare evil
in the face and make the devil blink.
Eight million brave Iraqis struck ter-
rorism a lethal blow on Sunday, replac-
ing tyranny with democracy, and in
doing so they made America and the
world safer, for which it is altogether
fitting and proper that we commend
and thank them.

Despite the continued threat rep-
resented by terrorists and terrorism
and despite the threat of disgraceful
partisan rhetoric coming from many on
the other side, Sunday’s miracle in
Iraq shows that the dead who died to
free that nation have not died in vain
and that even in the darkest recesses of
violent oppression, all who would live
in peace and liberty have yet reason to
hope.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.Speaker, |
rise today to join my colleagues in offering my
warm congratulations to the Iraqi people for
the successful elections they held on January
30, 2005.

It is truly amazing to see the Iraqi people
take their first steps toward democracy. To
see a people who were once slaughtered and
tormented under a brutal dictatorship take a
stand and declare that enough is enough,
shows their unwavering determination in de-
ciding their own fate by the ballot instead of
the bullet.

Despite the predictions of widespread ter-
rorist attacks on election day in Iraq, 60 per-
cent of the registered voters turned out. More-
over, the physical courage of the Iragi people
to leave their houses, walk to the polls and
cast ballots under this specter of violence
speaks to the power of democracy and their
passion for freedom.

Sometimes in America, we take the right to
vote for granted. No one who watched the
moving images of Iragi men and women
proudly showing their purple-stained fingers
will ever make that mistake again.

It is also important to pay homage to the
thousands of brave American soldiers, some
of who lost their lives, who held the line. Let
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us not forget the bold sacrifices these coura-
geous men and women made to liberate the
Iragi people. It is all of our hopes that this
election marks the beginning of a new chapter
for the Iragi people, one in which they enjoy
the sweet taste of the fruits of freedom, de-
mocracy and sovereignty.

Mr. Speaker, in closing | would like to com-
mend the sponsors and leadership for bringing
this important resolution to the floor and | urge
an “aye” vote.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| join my colleagues in offering strong support
for H. Res. 60, commending the free election
held in Iraq last Sunday, January 30, 2005.
This historic event marked progress, hope,
and enthusiasm for the future of democracy in
the Arab region.

Iraq held free elections for the first time in
about 50 years. Millions of voters cast their
ballots, and the death toll for the day was
45—Ilower than usual since the United States
occupied the region.

| applaud this administration for the suc-
cessful free elections held on Sunday under
its auspices. An election with a turnout of
nearly 60 percent is very encouraging for the
Arab region. However, the fact remains that
American troops have remained in occupation
for 2 years, and the death toll continues to
rise; therefore, we must proceed with caution.
The positive momentum that has come from a
successful election must be used as an oppor-
tunity to stop the bloodshed and the expendi-
ture of tax dollars on this effort. | hope that the
administration will use the positive momentum
of this achievement as an opportunity to de-
vise an exit plan for our troops.

Now that the election has taken place, the
next step of restoring independence in Iraq is
crucial and must be taken now. Along with 25
other original cosponsors, | joined Representa-
tive LYNN WOOLSEY to introduce H. Con. Res.
35, a measure to bring the troops home. It
proposes to do this in a four-step process: (1)
Development and implementation of a strategy
to withdraw American troops from the region;
(2) development and implementation of a re-
construction plan for the Iraqi civil and eco-
nomic infrastructure; (3) creation of an inter-
national peacekeeping force composed of Iraqi
leadership, neighbors in the Arab region, the
United Nations, and the Arab League to keep
Iraq secure; and (4) restoration of Iragi offi-
cials as overseer of its internal affairs. This
legislation will help restore independence in
Iraq and will bring our troops home safe.

Since the beginning of the Iraq war in March
2003, 1,423 members of the United States
military have died which includes 1,084 dead
as a result of hostile action and 333 of non-
hostile causes. Since May 1, 2003, when
President Bush declared that major combat
operations in Iraq had ended, 1,269 U.S. mili-
tary members have died. More than 89 per-
cent of United States casualties in Iraq have
come after this announcement. The message
as to our exit plan must be made clear to the
Iraqi people, the American people, and to our
troops.

Mr. Speaker, | support H. Res. 60, and |
urge my colleagues to join me in the spirit of
preserving democracy, in the spirit of instilling
international trust and self-sufficiency, and in
the spirit of keeping the American troops safe.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, the right to vote—
democracy itself—is more than a way to settle
disputes, however petty or important.
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It is, rather, the embodiment of a larger,
much more important notion: the notion that
every individual is worthwhile; that every indi-
vidual, by virtue of his or her humanity, is wor-
thy of consideration and respect.

What an important notion. How that notion
is disregarded and abused in so many places
in the world—sometimes even here at home.

Where was that notion ignored more sys-
tematically than in Saddam’s brutalized Iraq?
The Iraq of terror, of mass graves, of mothers
and children killed by poison gas and rotting
where they dropped to the ground?

Yet less than 2 years later, the Iraqgi people,
under the protection of an American-led Coali-
tion and their own nascent security forces,
have turned out in defiance of threats and, in
some cases, even in the face of explosions
and gunfire, to cast ballots.

When they did so, they affirmed that, as in-
dividuals, they were anyone’s equal; they
were, in essence, demanding respect from
those who would govern them. And by joining
together in public, each with their one vote,
they were affirming their willingness to respect
their neighbors and permit each of them an
equal share of power.

Mr. Speaker, as has been said repeatedly,
this is but one step in a long road. The elec-
tion was not perfect. Elections never are. And
yet, this election may turn out to be a strategic
victory for freedom for Iraq and for its region.

It will, I hope prove impossible to persuade
people who have understood and exercised
their rights to surrender them willingly. We
should have confidence that the Iragi people
will continue to defy the threats, to respond to
them with force if need be, and to press fro
the establishment of a state that continues to
respect them as individuals.

Such a state will be a good friend of the
American people, and a good neighbor to all
within its crucial region.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON.) All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Tuesday, February 1, 2005, the resolu-
tion is considered read and the pre-
vious question is ordered on the resolu-
tion and on the preamble.

The question is on adoption of the
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H. CON. RES. 36, EXPRESSING
CONTINUED SUPPORT OF CON-
GRESS FOR EQUAL ACCESS OF
MILITARY RECRUITERS TO IN-
STITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on
Rules, I call up House Resolution 59
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
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H. RES. 59

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 36) expressing the continued support of
Congress for equal access of military recruit-
ers to institutions of higher education. The
concurrent resolution shall be considered as
read. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the concurrent resolution
and preamble to final adoption without in-
tervening motion or demand for division of
the question except: (1) one hour of debate on
the concurrent resolution equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Armed Services; and (2) one motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
for the purpose of debate only, I yield
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday the Com-
mittee on Rules met and granted a rule
for House Concurrent Resolution 36, ex-
pressing congressional support for
equal access of military recruiters to
institutions of higher education.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Armed Services. The rule also provides
for one motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, this concurrent resolu-
tion is an important first step in ad-
dressing a misguided ruling by the
Third Circuit Court of Appeals regard-
ing access of military recruiters to in-
stitutions of higher education.

During this time of conflict and the
global war on terror, it is more impor-
tant than ever to maintain the ability
to recruit quality men and women for
service in our military. The primary
way that recruiters are able to do this
is to work through those institutions
which work closely with our young
men and women, schools and univer-
sities.

Military recruiters need the same ac-
cess to college campuses provided to
other potential employers, and stu-
dents deserve the right to discuss the
option of a career in the United States
military with the representatives of
the Armed Forces.

Mr. Speaker, some ask, why the need
for this concurrent resolution? Well,
the answer is succinct. This concurrent
resolution grows out of an egregious
decision by the Third Circuit Court of
Appeals overturning the power of Con-
gress to control the purse.

This decision simply states that Con-
gress and the Government may not as a
matter of law deny funds to univer-
sities on the basis of their denial of ac-
cess to recruiters and ROTC units. This
decision, couched in the language of
civil rights, fails to recognize the un-
derlying inequity behind these univer-
sity policies. This decision asserts the



February 2, 2005

Congress has compelled speech by these
universities to the effect that they
‘‘agree’” with the military’s ‘“Don’t
ask, don’t tell” policy with respect to
homosexuals in the service.

Mr. Speaker, nothing could be fur-
ther than the truth.

The Solomon Amendment compelled
no such thing. It simply proposed
standards for the receipt of Federal
funds. Setting such standards is a nor-
mal and legitimate function of the leg-
islative branch. It is what defines the
power of the purse. This is an issue
that the House and Senate have revis-
ited and affirmed in bipartisan votes in
1995, 1996, 1999, and 2002 after the enact-
ment of the original Solomon Amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, it is disappointing to
note that the Reserve Officers Training
Corps, or popularly known as the
ROTC, has been embattled on some
university and college campuses since
the 1960s. This stems from what only
can be described as a consistently anti-
military philosophy advocated by
some, and I want to say only some, col-
lege and university professors and ad-
ministrators.

The new purported reasons for not al-
lowing ROTC on campus often serves
the convenient cover for these anti-
military sentiments. Some educators
now believe that they should be al-
lowed to discriminate against students
who wish to enter the military in order
to please another group of students
who object to the policies and proce-
dures of the armed services, all the
while soliciting and accepting Federal
funds for their institutions. This is
rank hypocrisy.

Why would an institution seek and
use Federal funds, often from the De-
partment of Defense, while denying
representatives of the U.S. Armed
Forces access to their campuses?

Mr. Speaker, the decision by the
Third Circuit Court of Appeals is a
classic case of judicial overreach and
one that must be addressed. As a
former university educator and the son
of a career Air Force noncommissioned
officer, I find this decision disturbing
and insulting to those men and women
who defend our freedom and to those
who wish to join their ranks.

The very least we can do is put the
courts on notice as to exactly where
the Congress stands on this issue. For
that reason, this concurrent resolution
is necessary and timely. Hopefully, it
will underscore the importance that
the Congress places on military re-
cruiters having access to the edu-
cational institutions that receive Fed-
eral funds.

During this time of war, we should
insist that institutions who pride
themselves on freedom of expression
allow the defenders of that freedom,
the United States military, to freely
recruit the soldiers who protect our de-
mocracy. To that end, I urge support
for the rule and the underlying bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from OKkla-
homa (Mr. COLE) for yielding me the
customary 30 minutes. I also want to
welcome him as a new member of the
Committee on Rules.

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, here we are at the start
of a new year and a new Congress and
we are considering this bill, surprise,
surprise, under a closed rule. Once
again, the Republican majority has de-
cided that thoughtful debate and the
ability for Members to offer amend-
ments if they so wish is unimportant
or simply too much bother.

The underlying bill, House Concur-
rent Resolution 36, was introduced yes-
terday, has not gone to committee, let
alone and be reported out of com-
mittee, and was being taken up in the
Committee on Rules yesterday just
about the time that most Members’
planes were touching down in Wash-
ington.

So once again the majority has fol-
lowed its usual practice to stifle de-
bate, prevent amendments, and ignore
normal procedure to push a bill to the
House floor ahead of more important
issues facing the country. Apparently,
the Republican leadership could not
possibly start the new year out by de-
ciding to finally help the more than
one million jobless workers who have
exhausted their regular unemployment
benefits without receiving additional
aid.

I know the majority does not like to
be reminded that we still have the larg-
est number of exhaustees in over 3 dec-
ades, but the 109th Congress begins
still facing this bitter reality and obvi-
ously still doing nothing to ease the
hardships facing these workers and
their families.

Clearly, the Republican majority did
not feel it necessary to press the Presi-
dent to get his supplemental request to
assist the victims in nations affected
by the Asian tsunami quickly before
the House, so we are not taking that
measure up this week. In fact, we are
not likely to act on this most urgent
matter until March. But a bill exhort-
ing the White House to ignore and
overturn proceedings in the Federal
courts and to press higher education
institutions to ignore their own poli-
cies prohibiting discrimination, well,
that is a bill that gets top billing in
the House of Representatives today.

Mr. Speaker, in the United States of
America discrimination is wrong. Pe-
riod. But here we are right out of the
gate with a bill that condones it. Let
us start with a little history on this
bill.

In the mid-90s, Congress passed legis-
lation to deny Defense Department
funding to colleges and universities
that fail to give military recruiters ac-
cess to their campuses and students.
Known as the Solomon Law, that legis-
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lation was passed to respond to efforts
by several colleges and universities to
protest the discriminatory policies of
the Pentagon against gay men and
women. Over time, the law was ex-
panded to prohibit funding a university
might receive from nearly every Fed-
eral agency, including the Department
of Health and Human Services, the De-
partment of Homeland Security, the
Department of Transportation, and the
Department of Labor.

Last year this House passed a bill
that would have expanded that list to
include the CIA and the National Nu-
clear Security Administration of the
Department of Energy.

Mr. Speaker, there is an irony here.
The Congress is holding hostage funds
from all of these other Federal agen-
cies to prop up discrimination by the
Pentagon. Yet every one of these other
Federal agencies has full access to re-
cruitment on college campuses. Why?
Because unlike the Department of De-
fense, no other Federal agencies have
policies that encourage discrimination
against gay men and women. All of
them have employees on their pay
rolls. All of these Federal agencies and
the U.S. Government and the American
people benefit from the research and
development programs that take place
on these campuses, some of it carried
out, no doubt, by gay men and women.

So, Mr. Speaker, where does the Sol-
omon Law stand today?

In November 2003, a U.S. district
court in New Jersey upheld the con-
stitutionality of the Solomon Law, but
it also determined that the Solomon
Law does not give the Pentagon any
basis for asserting, as it has in regula-
tions on implementing the Solomon
Law, that universities and colleges
must give military recruiters the same
degree of access to campuses and stu-
dents provided to other employers.

In November 2004, just this past No-
vember, the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the Third Circuit overruled part of the
New Jersey District Court’s ruling and
found the Solomon Law to be in viola-
tion of the Constitution. In an appeal
brought by a number of schools, main-
ly graduate schools of law, the court
ruled that colleges and universities had
a first amendment right to exclude re-
cruiters whose hiring practices dis-
criminated against homosexuals.

The U.S. Department of Justice now
plans to appeal the case to the U.S. Su-
preme Court, and it has asked the ap-
peals court to hold off enforcing the
nullification of the Solomon Law until
the Supreme Court decides on whether
to take up the case or not.

Mr. Speaker, let me point out an-
other irony in this debate today. There
is absolutely no lack of equal access for
military recruiters and ROTC pro-
grams on America’s college campuses.
What the Pentagon receives is special
access, pure and simple. To this day,
any other employer, public or private,
that fails to meet a school’s non-
discrimination policies is banned from
employee recruitment on campuses. So
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the Pentagon receives special access to
our colleges and universities.

The Solomon law is about giving the
military a special right to discriminate
in a way other employers may not.

This sense of Congress resolution
once again reinforces and promotes the
Pentagon’s discriminatory policy and
practices to the detriment of all other
education institutions and Federal
agencies. It further encourages the
Federal Government in its pursuit to
challenge court rulings that have
upheld the first amendment rights of
our colleges and universities in their
efforts to end prejudice and discrimina-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, the final irony of this
debate you will hear today are the ar-
guments about the need of the military
to recruit the best and brightest stu-
dents that America has to offer.

0O 1245

I agree with this need, and the way to
get there is for the Pentagon to end its
policy of discrimination. This would
end the conflict between the Pentagon
and college policies against discrimina-
tion and prejudice. The Pentagon has
kicked out over 26 military linguists
who were fluent in Arabic or Farsi sim-
ply because they were homosexual.
That is unconscionable while our mili-
tary men and women are facing a dead-
ly insurgency in Iraq and continued vi-
olence in Afghanistan.

In the past 5 years, in the Army
alone, over 3,000 uniformed servicemen
and women have been discharged solely
because of their sexual orientation.
They were munitions experts, lin-
guists, health care workers, infantry-
men, tank mechanics, radio operators
and active in every field of military en-
deavor.

Make no mistake about it, right now
gay men and women are in battle in
Iraq and Afghanistan, and they have
likely died in combat in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. They serve their Nation just
as they have since the founding of the
United States, bravely, patriotically
and devotedly, but their superiors do
not commend their service. If their sex-
ual orientation is discovered, they are
drummed out.

Mr. Speaker, there is no lack of ac-
cess to for the military on America’s
campuses. Every university that wants
an ROTC program has one. According
to the Wall Street Journal, more than
52,000 college students are enrolled in
ROTC programs, up from 48,000 in 2000.
Many credit feelings of patriotism en-
gendered by the September 11 attacks,
and it comes as no surprise that mili-
tary enlistment by college graduates
has also increased since the events of
September 11.

Mr. Speaker, we do not need the Sol-
omon law. We do not need the bill be-
fore us today, and we certainly do not
need to continue to insult and assault
those very institutions of higher edu-
cation that are leading the way to end
hate and discrimination in America.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to myself such time as I may
consume.

I would like to quickly address a cou-
ple of the concerns that my colleague
raised. While I certainly respect his
concerns, I would like to point out that
the measure in question had been on
our Web site for 4 days and was not
suddenly introduced yesterday. It had
easy access. Frankly, on the nature of
the rule itself, it is the opinion of the
majority of the committee this is sim-
ply an up or down matter. It is not
something we need to amend or deal
with.

Let me make one other point, if I
may, Mr. Speaker, in reference to the
access of the military to college cam-
puses. The military is a rather unique
institution, but nothing prohibits col-
lege campuses from denying them ac-
cess. All the Solomon amendment does
is says, if they do, they lose some Fed-
eral funds as a consequence.

I would think that if they felt strong-
ly, that this was a position of convic-
tion, they would not want funds from
the Department of Defense and other
institutions. They would simply have
nothing to do with them.

Further, I would simply like to make
one additional point. The appropriate
place to protest the policy, frankly, is
in the political arena. This is not a pol-
icy in the Department of Defense per
se. This is a policy devised by Presi-
dent Clinton, has been ratified repeat-
edly by Congress as a political avenue
to address it. We should not put that
burden on recruiters in the military
and subject them to difficult cir-
cumstances when they are carrying out
important work for our country.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. AKIN).

(Mr. AKIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H. Con. Res. 36.

Once again, activist judges threaten
our authority, first of all, to direct
Federal fund spending; and, second of
all, they attempt to create law.

We have required here in Congress at
universities that receive Federal dol-
lars to extend access to military re-
cruiters equal to other outside groups.
But in the name of free speech and as-
sociation, some schools seek to deny
their students access to recruiters and
ROTC, obviously afraid that their stu-
dents would maybe even make a wrong
choice.

It is ironic that an institution whose
sole function, whole reason for being, is
based on the free exchange of ideas,
would then boycott the Armed Forces,
the very people who actively protect
their academic freedom.

It is further ironic that those who are
often noted for concern that low-in-
come Americans are serving in dis-
proportionate numbers in the Armed
Forces would block many of their stu-
dents born with a silver spoon access to
ROTC.
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My own son currently serves in Iraq.
He graduated near the top of his class
from the U.S. Naval Academy; and, last
Sunday, he had the satisfaction of wit-
nessing the birth of freedom in a land
where for 50 years freedom has been an
exotic concept.

By passing H. Con. Res. 36, we re-
assert our support for freedom and our
disdain for those liberal, elite institu-
tions that seek to sensor choices for
their wealthy clientele.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, before I yield to the
gentlewoman from Texas, I just want
to respond to my colleague from OKkla-
homa.

He mentioned that this resolution
has been posted on the Web site for 3
days or 4 days. I should say to him that
that is not a substitute for the com-
mittee process. That is why we have
committees.

Secondly, I am glad that the gen-
tleman believes that the bill needs no
amendment, but there are 434 other
Members of this House that should
have the opportunity to amend this
bill, if they so desire.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I am wondering, based on that
argument, in the interest of efficiency,
whether we might not substitute chat
rooms for the floor of the House, and if
being on the Web site is a satisfactory
way to bring a bill out. Maybe if we
had chat rooms or instant messaging,
we could probably save a lot more.

I would urge the majority, since this
traditional kind of old-fashioned type
of democracy does not seem to have
much appeal, to go right ahead, might
even save a little more money, by cut-
ting back on what Thomas Jefferson or
Abe Lincoln or one of those people
might have thought was an appropriate
way to conduct the business of democ-
racy.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for his succinct observation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague very
much for the time.

There certainly is no lack of under-
standing and appreciation for the
United States military, particularly in
the backdrop of free elections in Iraq
this past Sunday. So, Mr. Speaker, this
is not a debate, if you will, about the
value of the military or, in fact, the ne-
cessity of giving them a far reach in
their recruitment efforts in America.

Far be it from me, coming from the
State of Texas, that might be one of
the States that has sent the largest
numbers of its sons and daughters to

Mr.
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the Iraq War and Afghanistan. Having
just sent 3,000 National Guard and Re-
servists troops about a month ago from
their families over to Iraq and Afghani-
stan, we know full well the importance
of the military but, more importantly,
the sacrifice that our men and women
make in the United States in serving in
the military.

I also am reminded that, until Presi-
dent Truman integrated the Armed
Forces, African Americans were told,
do not ask and do not apply.

So this is not a question of whether
or not we allow these individuals to ac-
cept Federal funds. I would take issue
with my colleague to suggest just do
not take Federal funds if they are not
interested.

I am disappointed that this is a
closed rule, because there are impor-
tant issues here, and the issues are
that universities should not be forced
to compromise their nondiscrimination
policies. The military has been set
aside as one of the most uniquely inte-
grated and nondiscriminatory sections
of our government. Just because we
have do not ask and do not tell does
not mean that it is right, and if Con-
gress is really concerned about losing
the best and the brightest, it should
stop, if you will, discriminating
against those because of their sexual
orientation for any other reason.

I am disappointed that in 2005 it was
reported that between 1998 and 2004 the
military discharged 20 Arabic and six
Farsi language speakers under the do-
not-ask-and-do-not-tell policy. It is not
without great admiration for our late
colleague, Congressman Solomon, that
I rise to just ask my colleagues, why do
we close a rule when we can make this
a better legislative initiative?

We needed to give the opportunity
for the full discussion on discrimina-
tion. Do my colleagues believe that
Americans would rise in support of dis-
crimination? Do my colleagues realize
that when we debated the 9/11 tragedy
it was a gay American on one of our
airplanes that engaged with others to
be able to detour that airplane from
the very site that I stand, to be able to
save lives and to save the Capitol of
the United States of America?

It seems in 2005, in the shadow of re-
authorization of the Voters Rights Act
of 1965, that we might not now recog-
nize that we can do better.

I am glad that ROTC programs are
still on our campuses. In fact, we know
that there are more than 52,000 now en-
rolled in ROTC programs, up from
48,000 in 2000. That means 52,000 of our
students.

This past year 70 percent of the
Army’s newly commissioned armies
came from ROTC. In fact, the Defense
Department has reported meeting all of
its recruitment and retention goals in
the past several years and is, in fact,
actively downsizing certain specialties.
But, in the backdrop of that, we also
know that we need more troops, par-
ticularly if we are going to be part of a
peacekeeping effort, not a running-the-
government effort in Iraq.
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So I would say, Mr. Speaker, the rea-
son why I rise with great concerns
about a closed rule and ask my col-
leagues to consider where we are going
with this Solomon amendment is that
we can do better and that there is some
merit, great merit, to asking the mili-
tary to recruit everywhere and to allow
universities of free thought to be able
to maintain their nondiscriminatory
rules and regulations.

We can do better together, and I do
not know why we discriminate against
any American who wants to serve their
country.

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks, and include extraneous
material.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I in-
sert in the RECORD at this point two ar-
ticles. One is an editorial from the New
York Times entitled, ‘“The Price of
Homophobia.” Another is an Associate
Press story entitled, ‘“‘Report: Number
of gay linguists discharged higher than
thought.”

[From the New York Times, Jan. 20, 2005]

THE PRICE OF HOMOPHOBIA

Don’t ask, don’t tell—just scream in frus-
tration: it turns out that 20 of the Arabic
speakers so vitally needed by the nation
have been thrown out of the military since
1998 because they were found to be gay. It is
hard to imagine a more wrongheaded rebuff
of national priorities. The focus must be on
the search for Osama bin Laden and his ter-
rorist legions, not the closet door. The Pen-
tagon’s snooping after potential gays trumps
what every investigative agency in the war
on terror has admitted is a crucial shortage
of effective Arabic translators.

After the first World Trade Center attack,
in 1993, government agents revealed an
alarming shortage of Arabic speakers. Key
notes, videotapes and a phone call pertaining
to the attack were later found in a backlog
of untranslated investigative data. The
shortage continued right up to and well be-
yond the 9/11 attacks. Three years after the
towers were destroyed, the F.B.I., rife with
translation problems, admitted it had an
untranslated backlog of 120,000 hours of
intercepts with potential value about loom-
ing threats. At the State Department, a
study showed that only one in five of the 279
Arabic translators were fluent enough to
handle the subtleties of the language, with
its many regional dialects.

The military’s experience is no more en-
couraging, with intelligence results muddied
at times by a rush, as one inquiry put it, to
recruit Arab convenience store owners and
cabdrivers, who couldn’t handle the task.
The military is right to rely more on its lan-
guage schools, but it can take several years
to produce fluent graduates. The folly of
using ‘‘don’t ask, don’t tell” policy against
such precious national resources amounts to
comfort for the enemy. When President Bush
was asked last week by The Washington Post
why Osama bin Laden had eluded capture, he
replied, ‘‘Because he’s hiding.”” So is the Pen-
tagon—it’s hiding from reality.

[From Associated Press, January 13, 2005]
REPORT: NUMBER OF GAY LINGUISTS
DISCHARGED HIGHER THAN THOUGHT

(By Kim Curtis)

SAN FRANCISCO (AP)—The number of Ara-

bic linguists discharged from the military
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for violating its ‘‘don’t ask, don’t tell” pol-
icy was nearly three times as high as pre-
viously reported, according to records ob-
tained by an advocacy group.

Between 1998 and 2004, the military dis-
charged 20 Arabic and six Farsi speakers, ac-
cording to Department of Defense data ob-
tained by the Center for the Study of Sexual
Minorities in the Military under a Freedom
of Information Act request.

The military previously confirmed that
seven translators who specialized in Arabic
had been discharged because they were gay.
The updated numbers were first reported by
The New Republic magazine.

Aaron Belkin, the center’s director, said he
wants the public to see the real costs of
‘“‘don’t ask, don’t tell.”

“We had a language problem after 9/11 and
we still have a language problem,” Belkin
said Wednesday.

The military’s ‘‘don’t ask, don’t tell”’ pol-
icy allows gays and lesbians to serve in the
military as long as they keep their sexual
orientation private and do not engage in ho-
mosexual acts.

But Belkin and other advocates say such a
policy endangers national security at a time
U.S. intelligence agencies and the military
say they don’t have enough Arabic speakers.

“The military is placing homophobia
ahead of national security,” said Steve
Ralls, spokesman for the Servicemembers
Legal Defense Network, a nonprofit group
which advocates for the rights of gay mili-
tary members. “It’s appalling that in the
weeks leading up to 9/11 messages were com-
ing in waiting to be translated ... and at
the same time they were firing people who
could’ve done that job.”

But others, like Elaine Donnelly of the
Center for Military Readiness, a conserv-
ative advocacy group that opposes gays serv-
ing in the military, said the discharged lin-
guists never should have been accepted at
the elite Defense Language Institute in Mon-
terey in the first place.

‘“Resources unfortunately were used to
train young people who were not eligible to
be in the military,” she said. ‘“We need to re-
cruit people who are eligible to serve.”

In the fiscal year ended Oct. 31, 2004, 543
Arabic linguists and 166 Farsi linguists grad-
uated from their 63-week courses, according
to a DLI spokesman. That was up from 377
and 139, respectively, in the previous year,
reflecting the military’s increased need for
translators in Iraq.

Experts have identified the shortage of Ar-
abic linguists as contributing to the govern-
ment’s failure to predict the Sept. 11 at-
tacks. The independent Sept. 11 commission
made similar conclusions. The government
“‘lacked sufficient translators proficient in
Arabic and other key languages’” to ade-
quately prepare itself against future strikes,
the report said.

“It used to be this was seen as a gay rights
issue, but now it’s clearly a national secu-
rity issue,” said Nathaniel Frank, a senior
research fellow at the Center for Study of
Sexual Minorities in the Military at the Uni-
versity of California, Santa Barbara.

Ian Finkenbinder, a U.S. Army Arabic lin-
guist who graduated from the Defense Lan-
guage Institute in 2002, was discharged from
the military last month after announcing to
his superiors that he’s gay. Finkenbinder,
who said his close friends in the Army al-
ready knew he was gay, served eight months
in Iraq and was about to return for a second
tour when he made the revelation official.

“I looked at myself and said, ‘Are you will-
ing to go to war with an institution that
won’t recognize that you have the right to
live as you want to,”” said Finkenbinder, 22,
who now lives in Baltimore, Md. ‘It just got
to be tiresome to deal with that—to con-
stantly have such a significant part of your
life under scrutiny.”
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Finkenbinder said his commander was
upset to let him go because his Arabic pro-
ficiency was at the highest possible for a
nonnative speaker.

The Servicemembers Legal Defense Net-
work last month sued the government on be-
half of 12 gay former military members seek-
ing reinstatement. They’re seeking to over-
turn ‘‘don’t ask, don’t tell” alleging it vio-
lates their constitutional rights.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, this reso-
lution would have us believe that a
grave threat is presented to the secu-
rity of this Nation by the policy of
some institutions of higher learning to
bar military recruiters from their cam-
pus because of the discrimination
against gay and lesbian people by the
military. But that, Mr. Speaker, is not
the threat to our national security.

The threat to our national security is
the policy of the military to refuse to
use the talents and the abilities of gay
people in defending our country.

One of the biggest problems we have
in Iraq now is the shortage of people
who know how to translate intelligence
documents written in Arabic and Farsi,
and yet they are dismissing linguists
who can translate these documents for
our use to save the lives of our troops
because they are gay. This is insanity.

Our troops are paying with their
lives because of the bigotry that this
Congress has mandated on the mili-
tary, number one.

Even that is not the real issue pre-
sented by this resolution. The real
issue presented by this resolution has
to do with free speech and association.

Private universities, private institu-
tions have chosen to say, as part of
their free speech, that they do not
want on their campus recruiters from
any organization, the military, any
private company, anybody else, that
discriminates against gay people and
lesbian people; that engages in an un-
acceptable, to them, form of discrimi-
nation. It is not a question, as this res-
olution says, of equal access to mili-
tary recruiters. All people, recruiters
from all institutions that discriminate
are barred from these campuses.

We should not have passed the bill
that we did, but we passed a bill to say
that, if they do that, if a private insti-
tution bars military recruiters and
other recruiters on an equal basis, we
will withhold Federal funds.

The Third Circuit Court of Appeals
says that is a violation of the first
amendment. This resolution says who
cares what the courts say. We do not
care about the first amendment. We do
not care about the courts. We know
better.

We encourage the executive branch
to follow the doctrine of non-acquies-
cence and not find a decision affecting
one jurisdiction to be binding on an-
other jurisdiction.

That is not the way we ought to leg-
islate. This decision was decided by the
Third Circuit Court of Appeals. The ex-
ecutive branch is going to appeal to the
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United States Supreme Court. Let it
appeal. Let us see what the Supreme
Court says, if they accept the case.

The courts have to defend our lib-
erties. It is the province of the courts,
not of the Congress, to declare what
the Constitution means.

J 1300

Our liberties, the Bill of Rights, are
protected from the majority. You never
have to protect the majority from
itself. You have to protect unpopular
minorities. That is why we have a Bill
of Rights and that is why we have the
courts to enforce them. For Congress
to come in and say the court is wrong
and the executive should not enforce
the order of the court is to show a dis-
dain for the rule of law and a disdain
for the spirit of liberty for which we
are fighting in Iraq and for which our
Armed Forces exists in the first place.

This resolution ought to be defeated
on its merits.

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
GINGREY).

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and today I rise in strong support
of the Solomon Amendment and as a
proud cosponsor of the resolution that
is before us.

For the last several years, a growing
number of law schools have subjected
military recruiters to various degrees
of harassment designed to make mili-
tary recruiting difficult and to frus-
trate their objectives. Military recruit-
ing on university campuses is one of
the primary means by which the
Armed Forces retains highly qualified
new military personnel; and it is an in-
tegral, effective, and necessary part of
overall military recruiting.

The Constitution gives Congress the
power to attach reasonable stipula-
tions to those who accept Federal dol-
lars. The Solomon Law simply ensures
that the military has fair access to re-
cruited institutions of higher learning
that willingly accept this Federal fund-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, every year, without
fail, the military comes under a great
deal of criticism for hiring too many
low-income, disadvantaged young
adults. However, I find it remarkably
ironic that these institutions are ob-
structing a more balanced recruiting
effort that includes a patriotic com-
mitment from all sectors of society.

Furthermore, the point has to be
made that the soldiers, sailors, airmen,
and Marines that are being treated like
second-class citizens at these univer-
sities are also the same brave men and
women that are providing the freedom
these schools enjoy.

Mr. Speaker, efforts by these univer-
sities to restrict military recruiter ac-
cess can only have the harmful effect
of increasing Federal spending to
achieve mandated end-strength goals
and ultimately compromising the read-
iness and performance of our military.
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In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I strong-
ly support this resolution. I sincerely
hope there will be a strong bipartisan
effort of support, and I commend my
good friends from Minnesota and Ala-
bama for their leadership on this issue.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
7 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. To
begin, Mr. Speaker, it is absolutely
backwards to decry this policy of ex-
cluding recruiters from using the fa-
cilities of a university. Let us be clear:
no university can ban a recruiter from
coming to that city or that town. No
university can say that students will
not talk to the recruiter.

The question is not whether the re-
cruiters can come and advertise; it is
whether they can compel the univer-
sity to offer its facilities involving a
policy with which they disagree. But to
say that that causes a problem in get-
ting people in the military, it is the
supporters of a policy that say to able-
bodied men and women, we disapprove
of your sexuality, and, therefore, no
matter how talented you are, no mat-
ter how patriotic you are, no matter
what skills you bring, you are not al-
lowed here.

Colin Powell, when he was chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, testified
before this Congress that there was no
argument that gay and lesbian men
and women in the military were in any
way deficient as members of the mili-
tary. He made it clear. The only reason
for excluding them was the prejudice of
others. That was the only reason.

The argument was: if you let these
people in, and he said they had been
good soldiers and good airmen and good
sailors, it would be disruptive. Well,
one, that was 15 years ago when he said
that. I think society has moved some.
But, second, we have experience to the
contrary.

I know there have been people crit-
ical of the Israeli Defense Forces in
some respects. I think they deserve, on
the whole, a lot of credit for a difficult
job. In the Israeli Defense Forces, peo-
ple serve who are openly gay and les-
bian. So the argument that somehow
allowing people who are honest about
their sexuality, if they are gay or les-
bian, to serve in the military makes

you an ineffectual military, how do
they explain the Israeli Defense
Forces?

In fact, what we are again being told
is that good people, able people, and we
heard reference to the linguists. This
has become the policy of “Don’t ask,
don’t tell, and by no means translate.”
You who support this policy are the
ones, Mr. Speaker, who are depriving
the armed services of able-bodied peo-
ple. You are the ones who have driven
thousands, literally thousands of per-
fectly capable men and women out of
the military because you disapprove of
what they do in their spare time. So
then to claim that it is the universities
trying to stand up for a principle that
are weakening the military gets it ab-
solutely backwards.
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I was also saddened, I must say, by
one of the previous speakers who said
he wanted to express his disdain for the
universities involved. We have univer-
sities here which are trying to express
their disagreement with what they be-
lieve, and I agree, but what they be-
lieve to be an unfair prejudice that sin-
gles out some of their students. I un-
derstand disagreement with that, but
disdain? Disdain because people in
these positions feel that their students
should not be unduly stigmatized and
denied this opportunity?

If it is so important to have the op-
portunity, Mr. Speaker, should not
people on the other side say, you can-
not deny these young people the oppor-
tunity to serve in the military. Should
you not say, you should not deny these
young people the opportunity to serve
in the military unless they are gay or
lesbian. Because if they are gay or les-
bian, you want to deny them the oppor-
tunity to serve in the military regard-
less of any fault.

Remember, this is one that says we
just stigmatize you from the outset.
There is nothing you can do, there is
no degree of service you can perform,
there is no sacrifice you can offer to
make that will allow you to serve your
country. And then we will complain be-
cause we do not have enough people to
serve in the military. And, again, lit-
erally thousands have been turned
away. The universities are not block-
ing recruitment. They cannot. They
are asking for the right to stand up for
principle.

And now we are told by one other
speaker, well, if they do not agree with
the policy, you would think they would
not accept the money. Please. I would
say to Members, one rule in parliamen-
tary debate: try to avoid saying some-
thing that no one will believe. I mean,
this notion that if you do not agree
with a policy you should boycott the
government, which is using your tax
money, nobody believes that. People
get taxed, and sometimes they agree
and sometimes they disagree. We say
to people, look, you can voice your
opinion, but you cannot avoid paying
the taxes.

And, by the way, it is not money
from the military they are seeking.
Typically, what we have here are law
schools. It is law schools, as people
have noted, who are doing this. So peo-
ple have said, well, what about the
poor people? We are not getting enough
wealthy people to offset the number of
poor people. Well, we are talking about
lawyers who are being recruited.
Frankly, the poor people are not being
recruited for the Judge Advocate Gen-
eral’s office. It just does not compute.

But what they are saying is, we are
not going to allow our facilities to be
used in this discriminatory way. And
the law schools, by the way, are not
themselves, and this is an important
point, under the Clinton administra-
tion the ruling was that we would look
at each element of a university sepa-
rately. And if the law school said no
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military recruiting, that did not stop
the medical school or the school of en-
gineering from applying for Federal
funds. What you now have is a policy
that says if the law school says no, no
other entity can get the money. So
there is no connection there.

The key issue here is this: Have we
not in this country come to the point
where patriotic young gay men and les-
bians who are prepared to serve their
country will at least be given a chance?
Can you not judge them on their mer-
its? Can you not say, okay, we admire
your willingness to do this. We will
judge you. If it turns out you become
disruptive, we will act. But this blan-
ket denial of even the opportunity no
matter how talented, no matter how
diligent? You enforce that as a policy,
and then you complain that we have
people being turned away?

Mr. Speaker, I hope this resolution is
not adopted, and I hope we will begin
to reverse this blanket prejudicial pol-
icy that says to millions, millions of
young American men and women, you
need not apply to defend your country
because we do not like some aspect
about you, even if it is going to be en-
tirely irrelevant to your service.

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume in
closing.

This Congress should be leading the
way to end discrimination of any form
in this country. Unfortunately, we
have a resolution before us today that
condones discrimination. I think it is
sad we are dealing with this today. I
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume; and in closing, I would like to
say I think we have had a good and
substantive debate today, but let us be
clear: the concurrent resolution is real-
ly about ensuring those who defend our
freedom and liberty the ability to have
the same access to colleges and univer-
sities that is available for everyone
else.

Mr. Speaker, often today others have
placed this debate in the context of the
“Don’t ask, don’t tell” policy. I sug-
gest that those who would like to
change that policy, that they look in-
ward, at the political process itself.
This was President Clinton’s policy,
and one enshrined in law that can only
be changed by Congress.

If the other side of the aisle would
like to make this change, they should
propose it and debate it at this level.
To put it in the context of the Solomon
Amendment, I believe, is disingenuous
and dangerous to our recruiting efforts.
I urge my colleagues to support this
rule and the underlying concurrent res-
olution.

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I yield back the balance of my time,
and I move the previous question on
the resolution.
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The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PROVIDING FOR POSTPONEMENT
OF FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 36, NOTWITHSTANDING THE
OPERATION OF THE PREVIOUS
QUESTION

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that during considering
of House Concurrent Resolution 36,
pursuant to House Resolution 59, the
Chair may, notwithstanding the oper-
ation of the previous question, post-
pone further consideration of the con-
current resolution to a time designated
by the Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

EXPRESSING CONTINUED SUPPORT
OF CONGRESS FOR EQUAL AC-
CESS OF MILITARY RECRUITERS
TO INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
House Resolution 59, I call up the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 36) ex-
pressing the continued support of Con-
gress for equal access of military re-
cruiters to institutions of higher edu-
cation, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The text of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 36 is as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 36

Whereas section 8 of article I of the Con-
stitution commits exclusively to Congress
the powers to raise and support armies, pro-
vide and maintain a Navy, and make rules
for the government and regulation of the
land and naval forces;

Whereas the Nation’s security interests de-
mand high levels of military personnel readi-
ness, which in turn demand cost-effective
military recruitment programs;

Whereas military recruiting on the Na-
tion’s university campuses is one of the pri-
mary means by which the Armed Forces ob-
tain highly qualified new military personnel
and is an integral, effective, and necessary
part of overall military recruitment;

Whereas a lack of cooperation by institu-
tions of higher education with the legitimate
pursuit of the Federal military recruiting
function carries with it the harmful effect of
increasing Federal spending to achieve the
required outcome, while at the same time
compromising military personnel readiness
and performance, which in turn conflicts
with Federal responsibilities to provide for
the Nation’s defense;

Whereas military recruiting will be signifi-
cantly harmed if military recruiters are de-
nied access to campuses and students that is
at least equal in quality and scope to the ac-
cess provided to any other employer;

Whereas on-campus recruiting and ready
access to students are key components of re-
cruiting highly qualified new employees for
any enterprise and are recognized as such by
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both institutions of higher education and
employers and requiring the Armed Forces
to rely exclusively on alternative recruiting
methods would adversely affect the ability of
the Armed Forces to attract the most quali-
fied applicants;

Whereas any reduction in performance by
the Armed Forces amidst the present na-
tional emergency declared by the President
on September 14, 2001, operates against the
national interest;

Whereas the Congress has chosen over time
to appropriate funds for a variety of Govern-
ment programs to be provided to institutions
of higher learning, but those taxpayer funds
are not an entitlement to any college or uni-
versity and can be provided subject to condi-
tions and criteria placed on those funds by
Congress.

Whereas acceptance of Federal funding
carries with it an expectation of support and
respect for the laws of the Nation, including
section 983 of title 10, United States Code, re-
lating to the support of military recruiting
and Reserve Officers Training Corps func-
tions by certain educational institutions;

Whereas Congress has acted to legisla-
tively craft a safeguard for military recruit-
ing in section 983 of title 10, United States
Code, by linking Federal funding of edu-
cational institutions to the willingness of
those institutions to abide by a rule of ac-
cess by military recruiters to campuses and
students that is at least equal in quality and
scope that is provided by any other em-
ployer;

Whereas the Government suffers irrep-
arable injury any time it is prevented by a
court from effectuating statutes enacted by
Congress, the representatives of its people,
and any obstruction against enforcement of
section 983 of title 10 of the United States
Code will not only divest the Department of
Defense of a legislatively crafted recruiting
safeguard but also will inflict grave harm on
the Nation’s military readiness and the mili-
tary’s ability to recruit sufficient numbers
of high-quality personnel; and

Whereas the consequences specified in sec-
tion 983 of title 10, United States Code, relat-
ing to a denial of certain Federal funding for
failure to offer support of military recruiting
and Reserve Officers Training Corps func-
tions, are instrumental to the achievement
of military performance in satisfaction of
the national interest and the Constitutional
duties of the Congress: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That —

(1) Congress remains committed to the
achievement of military personnel readiness
through vigorous application of the require-
ments set forth in section 983 of title 10,
United States Code, relating to equal access
for military recruiters at institutions of
higher education, and will explore all options
necessary to maintain this commitment, in-
cluding the powers vested in it under article
I, section 9, of the Constitution;

(2) it is the sense of Congress that the exec-
utive branch should aggressively continue to
pursue measures to challenge any decision
impeding or prohibiting the operation of sec-
tion 983 of title 10, United States Code; and

(3) Congress encourages the executive
branch to follow the doctrine of non-acquies-
cence and not find a decision affecting one
jurisdiction to be binding on other jurisdic-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 59, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE)
and the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE).
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Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, while the men and
women of our Armed Forces serve
bravely throughout the world, the abil-
ity of our U.S. military to recruit high-
ly qualified candidates is being put in
jeopardy. As was stated so eloquently
by the late Representative Gerald Sol-
omon, barring military recruiters is an
intrusion on Federal prerogatives, a
slap in the face to our Nation’s fine
military personnel, and an impediment
to sound national security policy.

The legislation bearing his name, the
Solomon Amendment, formerly pro-
tected the ability of the U.S. military
to reach the most highly qualified can-
didates by denying Federal funding, de-
nying Federal funding to colleges
which refused to permit on-campus re-
cruiting by the U.S. military. However,
on November 29 of last year, the Third
Circuit Court of Appeals in Philadel-
phia overturned this legislation, ena-
bling universities to receive Federal
funding despite barring military re-
cruiters from campus.

This decision threatens to severely
damage the ability of the military to
recruit the highly qualified candidates
necessary during a time of war. Har-
vard Law School and now Yale Law
School have already implemented the
unjust policy of denying the military
access to their campuses for recruiting
purposes. Without the threat of lost
funding, sadly, many other schools are
expected to follow suit. The Depart-
ment of Defense intends to appeal this
ruling, but in the interim the military
risks losing access to a vital source of
highly qualified recruits. Our desire is
to ensure this does not happen.

Under Article I, section 8 of the
United States Constitution, Congress
has the exclusive power to raise and
support armies, provide and maintain a
Navy, and make the rules for the Gov-
ernment and regulation of the Armed
Forces. Congress has not only the right
but the responsibility to use its power
to protect the ability of our U.S. mili-
tary to recruit the best and the bright-
est young men and women. We cannot
be silent while this ability is put in
jeopardy.

The citizens of the United States, all
citizens of the United States, and I
would argue the world, benefit from
the protection of the most highly
qualified and well-trained military in
the world, and I am hopeful our actions
today will put an end to the injustice
of banning recruiters and will restore
the ability of the U.S. military to serve
its citizens most effectively.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of this resolution. The 103rd Congress
determined that Federal funding
should be denied to institutions of
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higher learning that prohibit military
representatives from having student
access while permitting access to other
employers.

The Solomon Amendment was passed
by this body in 1994 after vigorous de-
bate by a vote of 271 to 126. The amend-
ment was simple, ‘““You cannot receive
Federal funds for your institution if
you impair the military from recruit-
ing on your campus, yet allow other
employers access to the students.”

It is essential that our military be
prepared to defend our country. Cost-
effective recruiting is the key to an
all-volunteer Army. Many of our insti-
tutions recognize Congress’s intention
and immediately complied with the in-
tent and spirit of the Solomon Amend-
ment. Other institutions have taken of-
fense to the amendment by insisting
that this measure offends the first
amendment’s provision that Congress
shall make no law abridging the free-
dom of speech.

The question of whether the Solomon
Amendment violates the first amend-
ment is now being litigated in our
courts. The District Court for the Dis-
trict of New Jersey denied a request for
injunctive relief which permitted this
law to stand. The district court was of
the opinion that the plaintiffs were not
likely to prove a first amendment in-
fringement. On appeal, the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the Third Circuit in a 2
to 1 decision reversed the district court
and concluded that the plaintiffs dem-
onstrated a likelihood of success on
their contention that the first amend-
ment claim had merit and directed the
district court to enter a preliminary
injunction which has the effect of per-
mitting these universities to deny ac-
cess to military recruiters.

Mr. Speaker, I was a trial judge in
my home State of North Carolina for 13
years and a State supreme court jus-
tice for 2 years. I can tell Members
there is a presumption in our law to
favor congressional enactments that
are intended to support our military.
There is a high burden on a plaintiff to
overcome this presumption. No court
has ever declared unconstitutional on
first amendment grounds any congres-
sional statute designed to support the
military.

If this law in any way offends the
first amendment, the courts are then
required to balance the interests that
are involved and determine whether
the violation trumps the articles relat-
ing to the spending power and support
of the military.

I need not remind my colleagues of
the perilous times the American people
now face. Like never before, this Con-
gress must ensure that we have the
best military on the planet and this in-
cludes having unimpeded access to our
colleges and universities for the pur-
pose of recruiting.

It seems illogical to me that an insti-
tution desires Federal resources but
wants to restrict access to military re-
cruiters. Acceptance of Federal funding
carries with it an expectation of sup-
port and respect for the laws of this
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Nation. I therefore join with the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE) in
support of this resolution and urge its
adoption. This matter needs to be put
to rest. It is imperative that the execu-
tive branch take this matter to the
U.S. Supreme Court to urge the court
to give deference to the Congress and
uphold this statute. This resolution
makes it clear that the Congress in-
tends to continue to support our mili-
tary by ensuring equal access for mili-
tary recruiters on college campuses,
and it should be the sense of this Con-
gress that we want judicial review of
this matter by our highest court.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Pursuant to the order of the
House of today, further proceedings on
this concurrent resolution will be post-
poned.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT
REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
Government Reform:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 1, 2005.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am requesting a
leave of absence (effective immediately)
from the House Committee on Government
Reform due to my pending appointment to
the House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
JOHN F. TIERNEY,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.
——

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
Agriculture:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 1, 2005.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER HASTERT: I would like to re-
sign my seat from the Committee on Agri-
culture, effective immediately.

Sincerely,
BENNIE G. THOMPSON,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.

———

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO CER-
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a privileged resolution (H. Res. 62) and
ask for its immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 62

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers and Delegates be and are hereby elected
to the following standing committees of the
House of Representatives:

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE.—Mr. Pom-
eroy, Mr. Boswell, Mr. Larsen of Washington,
Mr. Davis of Tennessee, Mr. Chandler.

(2) COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET.—Mr. Kind.

(3) COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM.—
Ms. Norton.

(4) COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES.—Mr. George
Miller of California, Mr. Markey, Mr.
DeFazio, Mr. Inslee, Mr. Udall of Colorado,
Mr. Cardoza, Ms. Herseth.

() COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE.—Ms. Hooley of
Oregon (to rank immediately after Ms. Wool-
sey), Ms. Jackson-Lee of Texas, Ms. Zoe
Lofgren of California, Mr. Sherman, Mr.
Baird, Mr. Matheson, Mr. Costa, Mr. Al
Green of Texas, Mr. Melancon.

(6) COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS.—Mr.
Faleomavaega, Mrs. Christensen, Mr. Davis
of Illinois, Mr. Case, Ms. Bordallo, Mr.
Grijalva, Mr. Michaud, Ms. Linda T. Sanchez
of California, Mr. Barrow, Ms. Bean.

(7) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS.—Mr.
Strickland, Ms. Hooley of Oregon, Mr. Reyes,
Ms. Berkley, Mr. Udall of New Mexico.

Mr. MENENDEZ (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the resolution be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

EXPRESSING CONTINUED SUPPORT
OF CONGRESS FOR EQUAL AC-
CESS OF MILITARY RECRUITERS
TO INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today,
proceedings will now resume on House
Concurrent Resolution 36, expressing
the continued support of Congress for
equal access of military recruiters to
institutions of higher education.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. When
proceedings were postponed earlier
today, 52% minutes remained in de-
bate. The gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. KLINE) has 27 minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD) has 25% min-
utes remaining.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE).

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. ROGERS), the sponsor of this
concurrent resolution and a member of
the Committee on Armed Services.

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in strong support of H.
Con. Res. 36. This resolution expresses
the continued support of Congress for
the so-called Solomon Law, a critical
piece of legislation originally passed in
1994 which has helped ensure that mili-
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tary recruiters have equal access on
our Nation’s campuses.

We are debating this resolution today
only because of a recent court decision
that wrongfully struck down the Sol-
omon Law. In November of last year, a
closely divided U.S. Third Circuit
Court of Appeals ruled that the Sol-
omon Law violates first amendment
rights to free speech and association.

The court sided with the plaintiff ar-
guing that ‘‘the Solomon Amendment
requires law schools to express a mes-
sage that is incompatible with their
educational objectives, and no compel-
ling governmental interest has been
shown to deny this freedom.”

Mr. Speaker, I cannot disagree more
with this assessment. In our post-9/11
world, our Nation’s military deserves,
at least the same access to institutions
of higher education that any other
major employer might enjoy. This is
certainly a modest and I believe a rea-
sonable request, especially if the col-
lege or university accepts Federal
funds.

This is not about infringing free
speech; it is about ensuring our mili-
tary has access to our Nation’s best
and brightest at a time when we face
enormous challenges abroad. This reso-
lution expresses the continued support
of Congress for the Solomon Law and
would help ensure that military re-
cruiters continue to have access to col-
lege campuses and students that is at
least equal in quality and scope as that
provided to any other employer.

This resolution would reaffirm the
commitment of Congress to explore all
options, including the use of its con-
stitutional power to appropriate funds
to achieve that equal access. In adopt-
ing this resolution, we would also be
urging the executive branch to aggres-
sively challenge any decision impeding
or prohibiting the operation of the Sol-
omon Law. Also, we would be encour-
aging the executive branch to follow a
doctrine of nonacquiescence by not
finding a judicial decision affecting one
jurisdiction to be binding on any other
jurisdiction.

Mr. Speaker, as we debate this reso-
lution, it is important for us to remem-
ber that the Solomon Law and its leg-
islative updates were not designed as
one-size-fits-all mandates from Wash-
ington. In fact, the law is very flexible,
and it fits the needs of nearly every
public-funded institution in the coun-
try. For example, the Solomon Law
does not apply to colleges or univer-
sities that have a long-standing policy
of pacifism based on historical reli-
gious grounds, nor does it affect any
Federal student aid or financial assist-
ance.

Of course, as those of us who are here
debating this issue are aware, this is
not the first challenge to this law.
Prior to the November circuit court de-
cision, on repeated occasions lower
courts have consistently upheld the
constitutionality of the Solomon Law,
arguing that it does not infringe on
any institution’s right to free speech or
association.
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While this recent court decision is
unfortunate, it is not the end to the
Solomon Law. A bipartisan vote here
today in support of this legislation will
help send a clear message to our courts
that our military recruiters deserve
equal access on all of our campuses. I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. HUNTER) for his ongoing efforts on
this issue, and I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE) for man-
aging this legislation.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, first I
thank the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD) for yielding me
this time to speak, time to speak in op-
position to H. Con. Res. 36.

Mr. Speaker, last November a Fed-
eral court said the Federal Government
cannot take away a university’s fund-
ing simply because the school refuses
to exempt the U.S. military from its
policy, meaning the university’s pol-
icy, and that on-campus recruiters not
discriminate on the basis of sexual ori-
entation.

Today we are debating a resolution
in support of the Solomon amendment.
If this House of Representatives votes
to support that resolution, we will be
putting the Congress on record as sup-
porting absolute senseless discrimina-
tion.

The resolution says it is about equal
access for military recruiters at insti-
tutions of higher education. But, in re-
ality, it is about allowing the military
to avoid the consequences of discrimi-
nation, the same consequences that
any other employer would have to face
if it discriminated.

Many say, and you heard it today,
that our national security requires the
military to engage in this discrimina-
tion, but the facts just do not support
it. The court said that the Government
failed to produce, and I quote, ‘‘a shred
of evidence’” that the Solomon amend-
ment helps military recruiting, and
even suggested that the hostility that
the amendment causes may hurt re-
cruiting.

It was reported in last month that
since 1998, the military has discharged
20 fluent Arabic speakers and six fluent
Farsi speakers under its ‘“Don’t ask,
don’t tell” policy. These are students
that the military claims to be des-
perate to recruit.

No, Mr. Speaker, this resolution is
not about military recruiting or na-
tional security. Plain and simple, it is
about punishing universities for exer-
cising their first amendment right to
oppose discrimination against gays and
lesbians; and I encourage my col-
leagues, stand up for the Constitution,
oppose this resolution.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CONAWAY), a member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.
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(Mr. CONAWAY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the amendment today out of
a bit of a sense of confusion as to why
we really need to revisit this issue one
more time. It is odd that in a Nation at
war that institutions of higher learn-
ing would take steps to limit the Army
and the Navy, the Marine Corps, Coast
Guard and other services’ access to
their students. I wonder what they are
afraid of as to why they would take
this particular position.

They pride themselves on having the
brightest in America at their univer-
sities, particularly the ones in ques-
tion. As an aside, I was at a university
in January, excuse me, in November, at
freshman orientation and saw a couple
of co-eds walking across campus that
obviously have impaired reading skills
because they were both smoking.

Nevertheless, I wonder what they are
afraid of. Why are they afraid of the
message of serving one’s country, of
doing one’s duty. We can argue that
the Federal Government should or
should not be in a lot of different areas,
but clearly national defense and rais-
ing an army is a mission of our Found-
ing Fathers that none of us would
argue with.

I guess the point I would like to
make is that if these colleges and uni-
versities feel so strongly that their stu-
dents should not participate in our
military, then let us do it with honor
and voluntarily turn back the Federal
funding that supports many of the pro-
grams that they support through their
universities.
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I would call on them and if they are
really serious about limiting this, they
are afraid of what our recruiters might
say, that our recruiters might ask
their young men and women to serve
their country, to place their lives on
the line, as many of the men and
women who today serve our country in
those Armed Forces are doing every
day in Iraq and Afghanistan and other
places around the world that we do not
necessarily know about, but neverthe-
less they are serving, why they are
afraid of this message? Why they do
not think their students should have
access to that?

I rise in support of this resolution
and would ask those universities that
feel strongly about this to voluntarily
send back all the Federal funding that
they are currently getting and allow us
to use those dollars in universities that
are a little more in line with the issues
that we are talking about today.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN).

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to this resolution.

In Wisconsin, our State laws provide
protections from discrimination to
people that go beyond what many
other States and what the Federal Gov-
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ernment have put into law. Such pro-
tections as nondiscrimination based on
age, gender, marital status, member-
ship in the National Guard and sexual
orientation are a part of Wisconsin’s
nondiscrimination laws. Wisconsin has
chosen to provide its citizens with
these greater protections because we
have decided that these are in the best
interests of our citizens and are good
public policy.

The University of Wisconsin in Madi-
son has a history as a leader in social
justice. It adheres to State laws and
has tried to apply those laws appro-
priately across its campus. That has
included the requirement that campus
organizations, departments and cam-
pus recruiters adhere to State law. Yet
Federal law has intervened to block en-
forcement of campus policy and State
law in regard to military recruiters.

The Solomon amendment was passed
by a previous Congress because stu-
dents, like those at the University of
Wisconsin, were having success in
blocking recruiters from campus if
they discriminate against lesbians or
gays or bisexuals in violation of State
law and campus policy.

Access to and use of campus facilities
to recruit students for higher edu-
cational opportunities, employment or
military service should be at the dis-
cretion of the institution. Of course,
public institutions should not arbi-
trarily discriminate against any par-
ticular recruiter. Reasonable and le-
gitimate criteria should be evenly ap-
plied to every recruiter. The Federal
Government should not use Federal
funding as a weapon to force non-
compliance with State law or to create
special rights for military recruiters.

I believe that the court made the cor-
rect decision in invalidating the Sol-
omon amendment. I also believe that
today’s resolution is unnecessary. In
fact, I believe that today’s debate is
the wrong debate. We should be looking
at ways to strengthen our military and
expand our resources for winning the
fight against al Qaeda and other ter-
rorist organizations.

Mr. Speaker, when will we have the
debate about the harm caused by ex-
cluding so many qualified, skilled
Americans from serving in our military
simply because they are gay or lesbian?
When will we have a debate about the
waste of resources used to discharge
fully trained personnel who are serving
our country honorably? When will we
have the debate about how much our
fight against terrorism is hurt by the
discharges of Arab linguists?

The resolution before us today makes
vague reference to the costs to the
military in having to arrange alter-
native recruitment strategies to meet
its goals, but it does not mention the
significant cost of Don’t Ask, Don’t
Tell to our defense budget and to our
national security. Since Don’t Ask,
Don’t Tell took effect in 1993, approxi-
mately 10,000 military personnel have
been discharged. That 1is a huge
amount of training and experience that
we have lost.
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In a study of discharges between 1998
and 2003, University of Santa Barbara
researchers found that, of 6,273 dis-
charges, many were in critical special-
ties such as 88 linguists, including
many Arabic speakers, 49 WMD ex-
perts, 90 nuclear power engineers, and
150 rocket and missile specialists. To
compensate for some of these dis-
charges, the Pentagon has been calling
up members of the Individual Ready
Reserve. The harm to our military
readiness and the cost to our security
caused by Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell is
clear. Urging the administration to try
to reinstate the Solomon amendment
will in no way make our country safer.

Let there be no mistake. I strongly
support our men and women in uni-
form. I want to take this opportunity
to honor the men and women in our
Armed Forces who have served and
continue to serve in Iraq and to the
many serving our country here and
around the world. Their efforts allowed
the Iraqi people to vote in a free elec-
tion this week. Their bravery and dedi-
cation is something all Americans
should admire and honor.

Mr. Speaker, there would be no clam-
or for a Solomon amendment if we sim-
ply allowed all qualified Americans to
serve their country in uniform. Our
country would be safer, our human re-
sources would be greater, our country
would be stronger if we treated all
Americans equally, regardless of their
sexual orientation. It is time to repeal
Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell. It will make our
military stronger and our country
stronger.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, it gives me
great pleasure to yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER),
my colleague on the Committee on
Armed Services.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. I thank my
good friend for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of equal campus access for our military
recruiters.

Recently, a group calling itself Free-
dom For Academic and Institutional
Rights, FAIR, has decided that they
disagree with what our military stands
for; and, because of this, they have de-
cided that the military no longer de-
serves access to our Nation’s institu-
tions of higher learning. They claim
that granting military recruiters equal
access to campuses would promote only
a pro-military viewpoint and a pro-
military recruiting message.

This is simply not true. The govern-
ment is not asking campuses across
America to endorse the war on terror,
the President’s policy or anything to
do with the military. All we are asking
for is that the military be afforded the
exact same access as other organiza-
tions to the student body. That is it.
That is all. Those who argue that giv-
ing equal access somehow constitutes
an endorsement of the military are just
plain wrong. Does giving equal access
to other groups mean that each insti-
tution agrees with every idea that that
organization may have? Of course not.
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I really think it is ridiculous to argue
that point, but FAIR is arguing just
that.

It is in everyone’s interest to ensure
that young people receive information,
including military options, so they can
make informed choices about their fu-
ture after they finish their education.
Just because a school disagrees with a
career in the military, does that give
them the right to deny information
about that particular career to some-
one who might want to sign up? Is it
right to deny access because you dis-
agree with what someone says? How is
that in keeping with the first amend-
ment to the Constitution?

The position that FAIR and others
have taken is nothing more than thinly
veiled hypocrisy. They are masking
their obvious hatred of our Nation’s
military by hiding behind the first
amendment. I think it is wrong. I am
not going to sit idly by while this so-
called FAIR group trashes our mili-
tary.

The Constitution in article 1, section
8, states that Congress shall have the
power to raise and support armies, pro-
vide and maintain a navy and make
rules for the government and regula-
tion of the land and naval forces. It
does not say that activist judges and
institutions of higher education have
the right to prevent Congress from
going about its duty to raise and sup-
port the Armed Forces of these United
States.

Were the members of the FAIR not
aware that we were at war and that a
state of national emergency has ex-
isted in this country since September
11 of 2001? I am sure they are happy to
enjoy the rights afforded to them by
the first amendment, but who allows
them those rights? Perhaps they
should reread the old Poem to a Sol-
dier:

“It is the soldier, not the reporter,
who has given us freedom of the press.

“It is the soldier, not the poet, who
has given us freedom of speech.

“It is the soldier, not the campus or-
ganizer, who gives us freedom to dem-
onstrate.

“It is the soldier who salutes the
flag, who serves beneath the flag and
whose coffin is draped by the flag who
allows the protester to burn the flag.”

I urge all my colleagues to support
this resolution to ensure that the mili-
tary of these United States continues
to have equal access to our Nation’s
finest young men and women.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR).

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to this resolution. It may
seem peculiar, but, frankly, I think
that the military does not need this
resolution. It is not broken out there.
They are having the ability to recruit.
Even despite the negative news from
Iraq, the recruitment numbers are up
for all the services.

What this resolution does is sort of
breaks this feeling in America that de-
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mocracy allows divergence of opinion
and that the people that own the real
estate should have a voice in who can
visit that real estate. We do not have
any nationally owned universities, yet
this resolution requires equal access
for all military recruiters at institu-
tions of higher education. I think we
are getting into a really slippery area
here because you are going to create
within those campuses huge debates
that students are going to say, we
don’t like this stuff being jammed
down our throats. We and the faculty
and the trustees of a university ought
to be able to decide who can visit our
campus, as they do in all other things.

For example, here in Washington,
D.C., Catholic University does not
allow pro-abortionist recruiters to
come and talk on the campus, and here
you are going to require, regardless of
what the issue should be, that military
recruiters have to be allowed on cam-
pus. I think it is a very slippery slope.
I do not think we need to go there, be-
cause the recruitment numbers are not
down. I think the military has histori-
cally stood on its own feet to do very
well in recruiting without getting Con-
gress involved mandating that they
have to be on campuses. I think you
are going to have a negative reaction.

I would urge Congress very carefully
to think about this and to vote ‘“‘no”’
until we get a better thought on how
we want to mandate democracy in this
country.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SWEENEY).

(Mr. SWEENEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SWEENEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to stand
here in support of this resolution, a
very important resolution introduced
by the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
ROGERS).

I think we are at a critical period of
time in this Nation’s history, and it
comes a couple of days after one of the
more significant, what you would call
victories or symbols of what the Amer-
ican military presence is about and
what its results are. That is, that we
pride ourselves in having the best edu-
cated, the best trained, the best qual-
ity of people serving in all sorts of
branches, in all sorts of jobs in the
United States military; and at a time
when the world needs this the most
from us, it is very important that we
maintain that quality.

I heard the prior speaker talk about
the fact that this may be a dangerous
place and there are all sorts of other
political ideas that may be at play
where you could put a recruiter on a
campus or not. What I would simply
say is that that is not the same argu-
ment as here. This is an argument of
fairness and equity. It is an argument
that says that just because somebody’s
political philosophy is counter to the
idea that we want to have a strong
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military presence in this Nation, those
school administrators, who I think are
way off the board in terms of their left-
wing views and their antimilitary ap-
proach, ought not to be able to ban col-
lege military recruiters from doing
their job because it is in the national
interest that we do it. It is really in
the world’s interest.

So I am here to support this resolu-
tion and say that what the Third Cir-
cuit did last November again rep-
resents the judiciary trying to legislate
where it ought not to do it. My prede-
cessor, Gerry Solomon, first introduced
this amendment many years back. It
was that amendment that has been
struck down. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of this resolu-
tion and recognizing that what we do
for the private sector in allowing them
to put recruiters in law schools or on
any college campus ought to be the
same that we do for something so im-
portant and so critical as the recruit-
ment of the best and the brightest into
our military forces. I urge all of my
colleagues to strongly support this res-
olution.
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Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER), the chairman of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank my colleague for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, today I rise in strong
support of this resolution, which shows
our Nation’s unwavering commitment
to both higher education and providing
a strong national defense. At no time
in recent memory has our country
placed more responsibility on the
shoulders of our men and women in
uniform. We are fighting a war on ter-
rorism on multiple fronts, in Afghani-
stan and Iraq. And it is essential that
if we are to be victorious in defending
our freedom and protecting our home-
land that we promote military service
as an option to college students across
the United States.

When this Congress passed and Presi-
dent Bush signed into law the No Child
Left Behind Act, the bill made it easier
for military recruiters to inform Amer-
ica’s high school students about their
options to serve their country, while
also giving parents a choice about
whether or not they want their sons
and daughters to be contacted individ-
ually by military recruiters.

Now in this resolution we are reit-
erating the choices given to institu-
tions of higher education. The Solomon
Act, originally passed in 1995, grants
the Secretary of Defense power to deny
Federal funding to institutions of high-
er learning if they prohibit military re-
cruitment on campus. This law recog-
nizes the importance of having a capa-
ble, educated and well-prepared mili-
tary, one that is ready to defend Amer-
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ican liberties such as freedom of speech
and higher education.

If we deny Armed Forces recruiters
the opportunity to actively recruit in
schools, we not only disrespect the sac-
rifices of military men and women who
have made our freedom possible; we
also rob our students of the valuable
opportunities that military service can
be to our Nation and what they can
help provide. There is no reason not to
allow the Nation’s armed services to
make their best case to college stu-
dents and to do so in the same manner
as private sector employers that col-
leges and universities seem to relish
having on campus.

Denial of access and equality to mili-
tary recruiters by colleges that receive
Federal funds is an insult to the tax-
payers who help subsidize higher edu-
cation in this country. Many nations
have mandatory military service for
their citizens. We do not. The very core
of our system of homeland security and
national defense depends on young men
and women deciding that they wish to
serve our country.

Successful recruitment of the best of-
ficers in our military relies heavily on
our military recruiters’ access to the
best and the brightest. And it seems a
bit disingenuous for the elite institu-
tions of higher education, such as Har-
vard, Yale, Stanford, Georgetown, and
New York University, to condemn the
lack of the wealthy and privileged in
the ranks of our military while these
schools deny their students the option
of even hearing about a career in our
United States military.

This resolution should not be politi-
cized. It is a straightforward reaffirma-
tion of our Armed Forces and our stu-
dents. Congress does not force colleges
and universities to accept Federal
funding. If an institution of higher
learning wishes to bar military recruit-
ers from recruiting, it is free to do so.
But Federal funding is not an entitle-
ment and such institutions should not
expect that decision to be endorsed and
subsidized by the taxpayers of the
United States. The resolution reaffirms
our commitment to that principle.

And I want to commend the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER)
and I also want to thank the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE) for
bringing this resolution to the floor
and urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER), the distinguished
chairman of the House Committee on
Armed Services.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and for the distinguished way in
which he has conducted the debate and
also the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
ROGERS) for sponsoring this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, let us make this clear.
This is not about some social issue.
The real impetus for this barring of the
American military from our college
campuses is because of the left-wing
core of administrators and professors
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who do not like this country. And we
could substitute another protest issue
for them in this thing and it would not
make a bit of difference.

These are the same people who in
many cases had protests in favor of the
Viet Cong during the Vietnam War.
Many of them protested our involve-
ment in El Salvador, protested our
bringing democracy to Nicaragua, pro-
tested our participation in the first
Desert Storm in the early 1990s, and in
this recent bringing of freedom to Iraq.
They protested all those things. They
hate all things military.

And the interesting aspect of this de-
bate is that these same left-wing pro-
fessors and administrators profess to
let young people make up their own
minds. Free thinking is theoretically
their trademark. Let us have some free
thinking. Let us allow the military to
be on the campuses. Let us allow the
students to have access to their infor-
mation, and let us let them make up
their own minds. There is no draft
here. This is a volunteer military.
They do not have to join the military.
But the idea that the left-wing profes-
sors and administrators have to pro-
tect the students from that very mili-
tary that the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MILLER) so eloquently described as
the protectors of all of our freedoms in-
cluding their freedoms to have aca-
demic freedoms, to protest and to
speak freely, the idea that these stu-
dents have to be shielded from the
guarantors of our freedoms is nonsense.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. KINGSTON).

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I want to speak certainly in favor of
the Solomon Amendment and remind
my colleagues that it does not apply to
institutions of higher education that
have had a longstanding practice of pa-
cificism based on historic religious
grounds, and it exempts Federal stu-
dent financial assistance from termi-
nation. But what it does do is allow
students to look at career opportuni-
ties in the Army. And as the chairman
of the Committee on Armed Services
said, there are so many legal issues in-
volved in the military today and to go
beyond that, to let people look at ca-
reers in, I would say, intelligence as
much as anything, homeland security,
there is a great opportunity for stu-
dents to go into.

But we are also seeing so much push-
back really from a crowd that is basi-
cally anti-American and anti-conserv-
ative. Indeed, there are so many preju-
dices against everyday middle-class
values on college campuses, and serv-
ing in the military and being pro-
American just seems to be one of them.

Students at Wells College, for exam-
ple, were ridiculed by their professors
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if they supported the war in Iraq. At
the University of Missouri, a professor,
a science professor, offered extra credit
for students to protest a speech given
by conservative activist David Horo-
witz. At the University of Richmond, a
professor called President Bush a
moron in his class. And at the Univer-
sity of Oregon, students were labeled
“‘neo-Nazi”’ for expressing their opinion
that TRENT LOTT was the victim of a
double standard. And examples go on
and on.

Another statistic, the Foundation for
Individual Rights in Education found
that over 90 percent of well-known col-
lege campuses have speech codes in-
tended to ban or punish politically in-
correct, almost always conservative
speech, and that campus funds are un-
equally distributed to left-wing groups
as opposed to conservative groups by a
ratio of 50 to one.

I think the judicial attack on the
Solomon Amendment is just one of a
series of a trend that is against, again,
anything that is pro-American, pro-
conservative, pro-traditional values.
And so I would submit for the RECORD
an article that was an opinion in the
Wall Street Journal recently and then
something on the academic bill of
rights that I think also touches into
this same subject.

The bill would express the continued sup-
port of Congress for the so-called “Solomon
law” in title 10, U.S. Code, which improves
DOD’s ability to establish and maintain ROTC
detachments and to ensure military recruiters
have access to college campuses and stu-
dents that is at least equal in quality and
scope to that provided to other employers.

The bill would:

State Congress’s resolve to achieve military
personnel readiness through vigorous applica-
tion of the “Solomon law” relating to equal ac-
cess for military recruits to institutions of high-
er education, and express Congress’s commit-
ment to explore all options, including the use
of its Constitutional power to appropriate
funds, to achieve that equal access.

Express the Sense of Congress that the Ex-
ecutive Branch should aggressively challenge
any decision impeding or prohibiting the oper-
ation of the “Solomon law.”

Encourage the Executive Branch to follow a
doctrine of non-acquiescene by not finding a
judicial decision affecting one jurisdiction to be
binding on other jurisdictions. The so-called
“Solomon law,” section 983, title 10, U.S.
Code, named for its original proponent Rep-
resentative Gerald Solomon (R-NY), is based
on the principle that if a college or university
accepts federal funding it must permit military
recruiters and/or ROTC access to campus and
to students. Enacted first in 1994, and added
to by Congress in 1996, 1999 and 2002, and
2004, the “Solomon law” prohibits some de-
fense-related and other federal funding from
going to colleges and universities that prevent
ROTC access or military recruiting on campus.

The Solomon law: (1) does not apply to in-
stitutions of higher education that have a long-
standing policy of pacifism based on historical
religious grounds; and, (2) exempts federal
student financial assistance from termination.

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Cir-
cuit, on 29 November 2004, reversed a district
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court decision, which had upheld the Constitu-
tionality of the “Solomon law,” by ruling that
the “Solomon law” violated the 1st Amend-
ment rights of free speech and association
held by institutions of higher education. The
Third Circuit remanded the case to the district
court to enter a preliminary injunction against
the enforcement of the “Solomon law.”

The acting Solicitor General has announced
his intention to petition the Supreme Court for
a writ of certiorari to review the decision of the
Third Circuit Court. The Government also filed
a motion on 14 January 2005 with the Third
Circuit Court seeking to stay the Court’s man-
date for a preliminary injunction against the
enforcement of the “Solomon law” until the
Supreme Court decides the Government’s pe-
tition. The Third Circuit granted the stay on 19
January.

H. Con. Res. 36, in expressing continued
support for equal access of military recruiters
to institutions of higher education, makes the
following points regarding the “Solomon law”:

Under article |, Section 8, of the Constitu-
tion, Congress exclusively has the power to
raise and support armies, provide and main-
tain a navy, and make rules for the govern-
ment and regulation of the Armed Forces.

Military recruiting on university campuses is
one of the primary means by which the Armed
Forces obtain highly qualified new military per-
sonnel and is an integral, effective and nec-
essary part of overall military recruiting. Efforts
by colleges and universities to restrict or pro-
hibit military recruiter access will have the
harmful effects of increasing Federal spending
to achieve desired recruiting outcomes and of
compromising military readiness and perform-
ance. Such harm conflicts with Federal re-
sponsibilities to provide for the Nation’s de-
fense. Any reduction in the performance by
the Armed Forces amidst the present national
emergency declared by the President on Sep-
tember 14, 2001, operates against the national
interest.

The Constitution gives Congress the power
to regulate spending and in that role Congress
has chosen over time to appropriate funds for
a variety of Government programs to be pro-
vided to institutions of higher learning. How-
ever, these funds are not an entitlement to
any college or university and can be provided
subject to criteria and conditions set by Con-
gress.

The “Solomon law” is a legislative safe-
guard that links Federal funding of educational
institutions to the willingness of those institu-
tions to abide by a rule of access by military
recruiters to campuses and students that is at
least equal in quality and scope that is pro-
vided to any other employer.

For the last several years, a growing num-
ber of university law schools and colleges of
law have treated military recruiters in ways
significantly different from the recruiters of
other employers. As a result, military recruiters
and the persons they seek to interview have
been subjected to various degrees of official
and unofficial harassment or ill treatment that
is designed to make military recruiting difficult,
or to frustrate its objectives. The underlying
reason for this differing treatment is opposition
to Federal law that prohibits military service by
openly gay people—the so-called “don’t ask,
don’t tell” law.

Given that opposition, it is imperative that
the safeguards that the “Solomon law” pro-
vides not only for military recruiters, but also
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for ROTC, be maintained. Without such safe-

guards, grave harm to military recruiting will

result as colleges and universities move to

limit or deny access to campuses and stu-

dents by representatives of the Armed Forces.

ACADEMIC BILL OF RIGHTS

BACKGROUND

Hiring Practices for Professors

Faculty hiring is controlled by more senior
members of the faculty itself:

As Conservative faculty forced to keep po-
litical views quiet until they achieve tenure.
Usually hire those who agree with them,

Creates a perpetual cycle.

Creates an environment where Marxists,
Post-Modernists, etc. can still dominate in
academic fields even while their views have
been discredited:

Numbers of Liberal Professors vs. Conservative
Professors

The overall ratio of Democrats to Repub-
licans at the 32 schools studied was more
than 10 to 1 (1397 Democrats, 134 Repub-
licans).

Not a single department at a single one of
the 32 schools managed to achieve a reason-
able parity between the two main political
parties:

In the nation at large, registered Demo-
crats and Republicans are roughly equal in
number.

The closest any school came to parity was
Northwestern University—Democrats out-
numbered registered Republicans by a ratio
of 4-1.

Other Schools:

Brown—30-1

Bowdoin, Wellesley—23-1

Swarthmore—21-1

Amherst, Bates—18-1

Columbia, Yale—14-1

Pennsylvania, Tufts, UCLA and Berkeley—
12-1

Smith—11-1

Other Schools had ZERO registered Repub-
licans:

Williams—>51 Democrats, 0 Republicans
Oberlin—19 Democrats, 0 Republicans
MIT—17 Democrats, 0 Republicans
Haverford—15 Democrats, 0 Republicans

Most students probably graduate without
ever having a class taught by a professor
with a conservative viewpoint.

Not Just a Faculty Problem But A Campus-Wide
Bias

For example, the University of Pennsyl-
vania, Carnegie Melon, and Cornell could not
identify a single Republican administrator.

In the entire Ivy League, there were only 3
Republican administrators identified.

Impact on Students

Remarks belittling conservative ideas con-
vey that these views are not accepted on
campus—Grading based on these ideas rein-
force this perception.

One student called a ‘‘fascist’” for inviting
Oliver North to campus.

University of Oregon—Student labeled
‘“‘neo-Nazi” for expressing his opinion that
Trent Lott was the victim of a double stand-
ard.

University of Richmond—Professor called
President Bush a ‘‘moron” in the classroom.

University of Missouri in Columbia—Pro-
fessor offered extra credit to protest a speech
by David Horowitz.

Students at Wells College were ridiculed
by professors for their support on Iraq war
and their views on feminism.

“It didn’t take long to see how liberal it
was after I came here. The professors and the
education I receive is excellent, but the pro-
fessors seem to use class as a political soap-
box,”’—Kristy L. Hochenberger, a student at
Wells College.

Slogan circulated by Biology professor at
Wells College—‘‘Liobotomies for Republicans:
It’s not just a good idea; it’s the law!”’.
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Many students conceal what they actually
think in order to protect their academic
standing—a reality clearly at odds with the
educational mission of the university.

Nearly all distinguished doctoral programs
rely on matching students with professors
who have compatible interests. Preferential
treatment shown to those with similar lib-
eral ideals.

Campus Guests, Speech Police and Commence-
ment Speakers

Campus funds are unequally distributed to
leftwing student groups as opposed to groups
with conservative agendas by a ratio close to
50:1: These student groups are many times in
charge of hiring campus speakers.

The Foundation for Individual Rights in
Education found that over 90 percent of well-
known college campuses have speech codes
intended to ban and punish politically incor-
rect, almost always conservative, speech.

The ratio of commencement speakers on
the left and right was 226-15, a ratio of over
15:1: Commencement speakers are selected
through committees composed of adminis-
trative staff, faculty, and students.

Twenty-two of the thirty-two schools sur-
veyed did not have a single Republican or
conservative commencement speaker in the
entire ten years surveyed: Six of the remain-
ing schools invited only one Republican or
conservative each, as compared to 38 liberals
or Democrats.

Haverford, Swarthmore and UCLA, which
host multiple speakers every year, did not
feature a single Republican or conservative
speaker as balanced against 54 liberals and
Democrats.

Academic Bill of Rights

Recognizes that political partisanship by
professors is an abuse of students’ academic
freedom.

Designed to take politics out of the univer-
sity curriculum:

Does not call for
riculum,

Reading lists should provide students with
dissenting viewpoints so they may form
their own opinions.

Designed to protect the right of students
to ‘“‘get an education rather than an indoc-
trination’:

Should not make professors afraid of what
they say,

We defend professors’ right to say anything
and forbids administration from punishing
them for their political opinions,

Professors should always be open to dis-
senting opinions.

Unequal funding of student organizations
which host guest speakers is unacceptable:
Calls for pluralism in selection of guest
speakers.

Learning environment hostile to conserv-
atives is wrong.

There is a lack of ‘“‘intellectual diversity”
within faculties on college campuses:

more classics in cur-

University should be ‘‘inclusive” to all
viewpoints,

Without it, free exchange of ideas are im-
paired.

It is not our intention to suggest that
there should be quotas based on party affili-
ation in the hiring process at universities:

We support removing all politics and polit-
ical affiliation from the hiring process,

It is our purpose to point out the gross im-
balance of liberal vs. conservative professors.

While nearly all university administra-
tions devote extraordinary resources to de-
fend the principle of diversity in regard to
race and gender, none can be said to have
shown interest in the diversity of ideas.

Universities have the privilege of being
separate from the society they inhabit:

Society grants faculty protection from the
influence of outside politics,
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With that privilege comes a responsibility
by the faculty to also safeguard the free ex-
change of ideas.
Correcting this should be the goal and an
integral part of educational policy under the
Academic Bill of Rights.
[From the Wall Street Journal, Feb. 2, 2005]

WISDOM OF SOLOMON—THE DISGRACE OF
BLOCKING MILITARY RECRUITERS FROM CAM-
PUS

Don’t ask. Don’t tell. Having no desire to
crash our e-mail server, we’ll save discussion
of gays in the military for another day.
Rather, today’s subject is lawyers in the
military. Surely Americans of all points of
view can agree that in an age of Guantanamo
and Abu Ghraib, the military can use the
best attorneys it can get.

So it’s a disgrace that some of the nation’s
law schools, objecting to the Pentagon’s
‘‘discrimination policies,” refuse to permit
military recruiters to make their pitch on
campus, relegating them instead to unoffi-
cial off-campus venues. Law students pon-
dering their first career move can be wined
and dined by fancy firms that set up recruit-
ment tables at campus job fairs, but they
have to stroll over to the local Day’s Inn to
seek out the lonely military recruiter.

To put it another way, the same liberals
who object that the military includes too
many lower-class kKids won’t let military re-
cruiters near the schools that contain stu-
dents who will soon join the upper-class
elite. It’s almost enough to make us con-
template restoring the draft, starting with
law school students.

Needless to say, such scholastic shenani-
gans don’t go down well with Congress,
which in 1994 passed the Solomon Amend-
ment, named for the late New York Repub-
lican, Gerald Solomon. The law requires
schools that receive federal funds to provide
equal access to military recruiters. Today,
the House is scheduled to vote on a resolu-
tion brought by Alabama Republican Mike
Rogers that would restate the House’s sup-
port for the Solomon Amendment. Some-
thing similar passed the House and Senate
by overwhelming margins last year and was
incorporated into the Defense Authorization
bill.

The impetus for Mr. Rogers’s move is a No-
vember ruling by the federal appeals court in
Philadelphia in favor of a group of law
schools and legal scholars that had contested
the Solomon law. The 2-1 opinion found that
the Solomon Amendment violates the
schools’ First Amendment rights to free
speech and association. Next stop is the Su-
preme Court, which is expected to take the
appeal that the Justice Department plans to
bring.

There are many peculiarities to this law-
suit, starting with the fact that the group
that brought it—the Forum for Academic
and Institutional Rights—declines to release
the names of the 26 law schools and faculties
that belong to its coalition. Some of the par-
ticipants (New York University and George-
town, for example) have outed themselves
since the suit was brought in 2003, but others
steadfastly maintain their own don’t-ask-
don’t-tell policy.

In any event, there should be no legal ques-
tion about Congress’s right to put conditions
on grants of federal funds to universities. It
does this all the time—including require-
ments that colleges adhere to certain civil
rights and gender standards. With a few ex-
ceptions, universities have no trouble going
along and courts have no problem letting
them.

If, as is likely, the Supreme Court over-
turns the appeals court decision, that will be
the end of it. Almost all universities, public
and private, take millions of dollars in fed-
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eral money that would be next to impossible
to give up. That’s especially true of the elite
schools, both public and private. Still, it
would be nice to think that the nation’s uni-
versities would welcome the military for rea-
sons other than the mercenary. Patriotism,
perhaps?

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER),
chairman of the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
full support of this resolution and urge
my colleagues to support its passage.
Asking the administration to appeal
the third circuit is the right thing to
do. What is happening on some college
campuses is deja vu for those of us who
attended colleges in the 1960s and the
1970s. Back then too many college ad-
ministrators lacked the courage to re-
sist pressure from then what were
called left-wing student groups and
other professors to ban military re-
cruiters from their campuses. As a re-
sult, students who sought military ca-
reers were denied equal access to ca-
reers of their choice and our schools
became the centers for a wide range of
nonsense courses.

The student protestors of the 1960s
and 1970s and those of like mind are
now the administrators and professors
of colleges and universities all over the
country. Clearly, they have neither
changed their politics nor loathing for
the American military. Even at a time
when our servicemen and -women are
encouraged to defeat the forces of tyr-
anny and terror, they remain the same.

In denying military recruiters equal
access to campuses such as Harvard
Law School, college administrators
violate the most basic principles of the
right to associate and free speech they
so profess is precious. Despite large
numbers of conservative students at-
tending their institutions, these 1lib-
erals preach tolerance; however, these
liberal administrators and professors
have now become the most intolerant
people I know.

The following quote is from a student
typical of the attitude of many of these
ivory bastions: ‘“The day my political
science department hires a Republican
and I am allowed to sit in a class with-
out a number of snickers, jeers, and/or
dirty looks when President Bush’s
name is even mentioned is the day I
will admit there is progress on today’s
campus.”’

Mr. Speaker, Congress did not ask for
special access for military recruiters.
We are asking for just equal access to
groups such as those seeking support
for such liberal causes as abortion
rights, frivolous lawsuits, same-sex
marriage, elimination of the right to
private property, gun control, Orwell-
ian Big Government. Mr. Speaker, once
again activist judges have clearly over-
stepped their authority, and it is time
for the administration to stand and say
that the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
Third Circuit was wrong in their ruling
and please seek an appeal.
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Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I do not accept the sug-
gestion that the academic community
is un-American and not in support of
our military. My friends in the aca-
demic community, and I have many in
North Carolina who are part of the aca-
demic community, they are good
Americans and they support our mili-
tary completely. I sincerely believe
that these individuals have a genuine
difference of legal opinion that must be
resolved by our Supreme Court, and
that is why I am supporting this reso-
lution. We need a determination by our
Supreme Court of this matter.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

In closing, I would just say that we
have heard some discussion today
about policies of the United States
Armed Forces for a long time. Since its
inception, there have been special poli-
cies applied to our military, the ability
to impose nonjudicial punishment, the
ability to restrict entry by those who
are too tall or too short, the ability to
order its members away from home and
into combat and into harm’s way. But
the discussion today is not about those
policies and should not be about those
policies. The discussion today is about
keeping our military, Kkeeping our
Armed Forces, the best trained, the
best led, the best equipped in the
world; and that means we need the
ability to recruit the best and the
brightest. This is about insisting that
our military recruiters have equal ac-
cess to America’s universities and col-
leges.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this resolution.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, issues like this
one—first brought to our attention with a pas-
sion and eloquence only possible in a man
like Jerry Solomon—provide our democracy a
valuable service: They cut through the fog of
spin and force us to tell the American people
exactly where we stand.

Pure and simple, this bills says our armed
services—the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines,
Coast Guard, and National Guard—should
have the same right to recruit at colleges and
universities who receive federal funding as
any other group.

Every year, thousands upon thousands of
businesses, industries, non-profit groups, and
even other colleges recruit underclassmen to
sign up to become investment bankers and
computer engineers or environmental lawyers
or medical students.

And vyet, some colleges—principally the
elitist and elite colleges—refuse to even allow
military recruiters on their campuses.

Such policies are obnoxious in times of
peace, but they are simply intolerable in times
of war, and the equal access of our military re-
cruiters to federally funded colleges and uni-
versities must be protected.

But that, Mr. Speaker, is the easy part.

The hard part is understanding why facilities
and administrations of these colleges don’t
want military recruiters on their campuses.
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Because, at bottom, their opposition to the
presence of veterans at their schools is not
about academic freedom, or civil liberties.

It's about them not liking the military, or the
values our men and women in uniform rep-
resent.

It's about many of them preferring the com-
pany of people who blame the United States
for 9/11—who compare the World Trade cen-
ter victims to Nazis—to the company of a sol-
dier or a sailor or an airman or a Marine.

It's about academia feeling more sympathy
for terrorists than for the women and children
they murder.

I's about a fundamental misconception
about the purpose of a university—the profes-
sors are there for the students, Mr. Speaker,
and not the other way around.

That our military makes our academia pos-
sible, and not the other way around.

Indeed, the right of tenured academics to be
publicly insufferable exists only because of the
sacrifices of our servicemen and women.

The least they could offer in return is a
booth in the field house on career day.

Of course, men and women who have
dodged bullets and held dying comrades in
their arms don’t take seriously people who live
by the glib professional code “publish or per-
ish.”

But those elite campuses, who claim to edu-
cate our nation’s best and brightest, who claim
to train our leaders of the future: how can we
possibly not allow military recruiters to have
the right to talk to such students?

What profession, if any in our entire society,
needs the opportunity to recruit the sharpest
and broadest minds of every generation more
than our armed forces?

America’s armed services have molded
great men from all walks of life, and when
given brilliant men and women, they have pro-
duced legends.

How can we let such minds pass through
our top colleges without even the chance that
they might bump into a veteran recruiter who
could change their life?

America in the future no doubt will need its
brilliant businessmen and lawyers and poets,
but what good can such genius do without bril-
liant admirals and generals to protect them?

Mr. Speaker, it's a shame this issue was
ever forced on us at all, but the vote on this
bill will help to clarify exactly what we each
mean when we say we support the troops.

We’'ll finally see who among us really be-
lieves the military deserves more than just lip
service from those of us they protect.

Votes like this, after all, remind us of one of
the great blessings of American democracy:
that unlike college professors, congressmen
don’t have tenure.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, this bill is lu-
dicrous on its face.

At a time when billboards, TV ads, radio
spots, neighborhood recruiting offices, and
slick brochures too numerous to count, flood
our consciousness, this Sense of Congress
resolution asserts that recruiting on college
campuses is a necessary part of military re-
cruitment.

According to this resolution, the Pentagon
cares about cost-effectiveness; but the Pen-
tagon has lost $2.3 trillion without explanation.
It's been shameful in its award of no-bid con-
tracts to insider corporations, and now, we'’re
told that $9 billion of Iraq money has been
“lost.”
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The thrust of this resolution is that it's cost
effective and patriotic for the military to recruit
on college campuses. Its supporters say that
military recruiters ought to have the same ac-
cess as businesses and corporations. But no-
where in this resolution is the one sure way to
get good quality recruits ever mentioned. It's
the tried and true way that businesses and
corporations employ: they pay more.

In reality, the Pentagon already has access
to every 18-year-old male in our country. This
resolution is totally unnecessary, unwarranted,
and completely fails to make a convincing
case.

| urge a “no” vote on this resolution.

U.S. “LOSES” $9BN IN IRAQ

WASHINGTON.—The U.S. occupation author-
ity in Iraq was unable to keep track of near-
ly $9bn it transferred to government min-
istries, which lacked financial controls, se-
curity, communications and adequate staff,
an inspector general has found.

The U.S. officials relied on Iraqi audit
agencies to account for the funds but those
offices were not even functioning when the
funds were transferred between October 2003
and June 2004, according to an audit by a
special US inspector general.

The findings were released on Sunday by
Stuart Bowen, special inspector general for
Iraq reconstruction.

The official who led the CPA, L Paul
Bremer III, submitted a blistering, written
reply to the findings, saying the report had
“‘many misconceptions and inaccuracies,”
and lacked professional judgment.

Bremer complained the report ‘‘assumes
that western-style budgeting and accounting
procedures could be immediately and fully
implemented in the midst of a war’’.

The inspector general said the occupying
agency disbursed $8.8bn to Iraqi ministries
“without assurance the monies were prop-
erly accounted for’’.

U.S. officials, the report said, ‘‘did not es-
tablish or implement sufficient managerial,
financial and contractual controls.”” There
was no way to verify that the money was
used for its intended purposes of financing
humanitarian needs, economic reconstruc-
tion, repair of facilities, disarmament and
civil administration.

Pentagon spokesperson Bryan Whitman
said on Sunday the authority was hamstrung
by ‘‘extraordinary conditions’ under which
it worked throughout it mission.

“We simply disagree with the audit’s con-
clusion that the CPA provided less than ade-
quate controls,”” Whitman said.

Turning over the money ‘‘was in keeping
with the CPA’s responsibility to transfer
these funds and administrative responsibil-
ities to the Iraqi ministries as an essential
part of restoring Iraqi governance’.

The inspector general cited an Inter-
national Monetary Fund assessment in Octo-
ber, 2003 on the poor state of Iraqi govern-
ment offices. The assessment found min-
istries suffered from staff shortages, poor se-
curity, disruptions in communications, dam-
age and looting of government buildings, and
lack of financial policies.

CPA staff learned that 8,206 guards were on
the payroll at one ministry, but only 602
could be accounted for, the report said. At
another ministry, U.S. officials found 1,417
guards on the payroll but could only confirm
642.

When staff members of the U.S. occupation
government recommended that payrolls be
verified before salary payments, CPA finan-
cial officials stated the CPA would rather
overpay salaries than risk not paying em-
ployees and inciting violence,” the inspector
general said.
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The inspector general’s report rejected
Bremer’s criticism. It concluded that despite
the war, “We believe the CPA management
of Iraq’s national budget process and over-
sight of Iraqi funds was burdened by severe
inefficiencies and poor management.”’

OH, NO—PENTAGON LOSES $2.3 TRILLION
(By Uri Dowbenko)

FEBRUARY 17, 2002.—The Pentagon is still
the home of the highest grossing fraud on
Planet Earth—fraud so lucrative that even
the September 11 incident would not disturb
the insider-criminals.

According to a CBS News story, the U.S.
Department of Defense cannot account for
$2.3 trillion of taxpayer money. [For that
story, go to: <http:/www.cbsnews.com/sto-
ries/2002/01/29/eveningnews/
printable325985.shtmil>]

On September 10, 2001, Secretary of De-
fense Donald Rumsfeld promised change, but
the next day the World Trade Center was de-
stroyed. Shortly thereafter, the new phony
war on terrorism was inaugurated. It was an-
other great reason for more military fraud,
which would exceed all previous projections
and expectations. Rumsfeld’s promises of
“reform’ were quickly forgotten.

Today, despite the fact that Congress has
not declared war against any enemy, Bush
Administration rhetoric has produced a new
“war on terrorism,” which has gobbled up
more than $1 billion to date.

In fact, it could be said that the September
11 Incident was like the proverbial manna
from heaven for beleaguered defense contrac-
tors.

George W. Bush has promoted this new war
fraud by asking Congress for a fresh $48 bil-
lion in new ‘‘defense’’ spending.

And in the Pentagon, large-scale military
fraud continues apace.

Rumsfeld himself has said that ‘‘according
to some estimates, we cannot track $2.3 tril-
lion in transactions.”

This amount of $2.3 trillion amounts to
$8,000 for every man, woman and child in
America.

Instead of blaming Pentagon accountants,
however, the American people should under-
stand that privately held firms, which have
federal contracts for so-called accounting
and computer systems (which coincidentally
never seem to work) are the real culprits.
The liability for government fraud begins
and ends with these private contractors.
These ‘‘Beltway Bandits’ with insider gov-
ernment connections are the most blatant
unindicted white-collar criminals to date.

Public money is most likely siphoned out
through companies like DynCorp, AMS, and
Lockheed Martin, which control the book-
keeping for federal agencies, where fraud is
rampant, unchecked and very lucrative for
corporate and government insiders.

The fraud is so egregious, in fact, that the
sovereignty of the nation itself can be ques-
tioned when bogus accounting systems can
mask the revenue streams and expenditures
of federal agencies to such an extent.

Government? What government? Like
parasites which have overwhelmed the host,
corrupt private contractors who control fed-
eral accounting and computer systems (as
well as their bureaucratic cohorts in crime)
have decimated U.S. Government agencies
into a state resembling bankruptcy.

The usual suspects are a literal handful of
federal contracting firms with lucrative in-
sider deals that have become outrageously
brazen in their schemes of fraud.

The amount of taxpayer monies they have
stolen is mind-boggling.

Consider these facts:

1. The Department of Defense (DoD) ‘‘lost”’
$1.1 trillion in Fiscal Year 2000 and $2.3 tril-
lion in Fiscal Year 1999.
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2. The racketeers in the Pentagon refuse to
publish audited financial statements, yet are
asking for more taxpayer money to fund
fraudulent missile systems and other sweet-
heart deals for their pals in the infamous
Military-industrial-Medical Complex.

3. The Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) ‘“‘lost” $59 billion in Fis-
cal Year 1999 and refuses to disclose what it
“lost” in Fiscal Year 2000.

4. The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) has
arranged contract kickbacks to its commis-
sioner Charles O. Rossotti through so-called
‘“‘ethical waivers’ on his stock held in Amer-
ican Management Services (AMS), a federal
contracting firm he founded and which cur-
rently holds contracts with many federal
agencies including the IRS.

5. Former Pentagon insider Herbert S.
“Pug” Winokur is a kingpin in failed energy
giant Enron (he’s on the board of directors),
as well as Harvard University, whose
Highfields Capital shorted Enron stock while
it was a major shareholder, as well as the no-
torious DynCorp, which rakes in asset for-
feiture funds in the United States, has lucra-
tive mercenary contracts in Colombia in the
bogus War on Drugs, and whose other merce-
nary personnel are alleged to participate in
the prostitution of teenage girls as part of
its “‘peacekeeping’’ mission in Bosnia.

Yikes. So what are we going to do?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise in support of our Armed Forces and in
support of this nation’s continued efforts to
give it the additional strength and stability it
needs to keep our men and women safe. The
members of this House have joined their con-
stituents in mourning the loss of life and inju-
ries sustained in the course of America’s war
and subsequent occupation of Iraq for two
years.

Since the beginning of the Iraq war in March
2003, 1,423 members of the U.S. military have
died, which includes 1,084 as a result of hos-
tile action and 333 of non-hostile causes. Fur-
thermore, my District of Houston has experi-
enced two deaths already since January; six
deaths in 2004; five in 2003; and numerous in-
juries over the course of the nation’s engage-
ment.

No doubt, Mr. Speaker, | fully support the
Armed Services. In the spirit of achieving the
goal of attracting the best and brightest can-
didates for service, | join my colleague from
California in advocating this legislation. How-
ever, we must support our troops in accord-
ance with the U.S. Constitution and with re-
spect for civil rights and fundamental freedoms
that are the rubric of this nation.

When the House debated H.R. 3966, which
would allow for the denial of federal funds for
educational institutions unless military recruit-
ers are provided access to the campuses of
these institutions, | voted “yes” on passage of
the measure with the understanding that no
Constitutional contravention would result from
its implementation.

The resolution that is before the House
today, however, is controversial because the
final disposition of underlying federal jurispru-
dence could play a major role clarifying the
way we apply Constitutional principles to an
act of Congress. The holding in Forum for
Academic and Institutional Rights v. Rumsfeld
tells us that we must be very careful in the
way we regulate society so as not to violate
fundamental rights. (390 F.3d 219 (3rd Cir.
2004)).

So, Mr. Speaker, | do support the intent of
this legislation because | honor the men and
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women who serve in our Armed Services and
who sacrifice their lives for us. However, | also
support the upholding of the United States
Constitution and the respect for jurisprudence,
and | believe it seriously damages our commit-
ment to the three branches of government to
encourage the interference with judicial deci-
sions before a final rendering of a final review
by the U.S. Supreme Court.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | come to the floor
today in strong opposition to H. Con. Res. 36.

It is a standard practice for institutions of
higher learning to include a non-discrimination
policy as part of their mission. These policies
affirm that they do not tolerate discrimination
on any number of issues: race, sex, religion,
age, disability, social class, and sexual ori-
entation. These non-discrimination policies
were created so that all people in our country
have the opportunity to be an equal and re-
spected member of higher education commu-
nities.

Unfortunately the military has established a
discriminatory policy, Don’t Ask Don’t Tell.
This policy unfairly excludes homosexuals
from military service on the basis of their sex-
ual orientation alone. For example, numerous
military linguists who are critically needed in
the Global War on Terrorism have been dis-
charged under Don’t Ask Don’t Tell. Sup-
porters of H. Con. Res. 36 say that denying
military recruiters access to college campuses
is a national security threat, but they are com-
pletely missing the big picture. The real na-
tional security threat is the Don’t Ask Don’t
Tell policy that forces our military to discharge
gay servicemen and servicewomen regardless
of their job performance.

| strongly believe that the non-discrimination
policies of colleges and universities should be
respected and | urge my colleagues to vote
against this resolution.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

O 1400

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 59, the
concurrent resolution is considered
read and the previous question is or-
dered on the concurrent resolution and
on the preamble.

The question is on the concurrent
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15-
minute vote on agreeing to House con-
current resolution 36 will be followed
by 5-minute votes on the motion to
suspend the rules and agree to House
Resolution 56; the motion to suspend
the rules and agree to House Resolu-
tion 57; and agreeing to House Resolu-
tion 60.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 327, nays 84,
not voting 22, as follows:
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Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Andrews
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Bass
Bean
Beauprez
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carter
Case
Castle
Chabot
Chandler
Chocola
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crenshaw
Cubin
Cuellar
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Dicks
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Etheridge

[Roll No. 16]
YEAS—327

Evans
Everett
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall
Harman
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
BE.
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Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marshall
Matheson
McCarthy
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Melancon
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Moore (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Napolitano
Neugebauer
Ney
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pearce
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Saxton
Schiff
Schwartz (PA)
Schwarz (MI)
Scott (GA)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson

Skelton Taylor (MS) Walsh
Slaughter Taylor (NC) Wamp
Smith (TX) Terry Weldon (FL)
Smith (WA) Thomas Weller
Snyder Thompson (MS) Westmoreland
Sodrel Thornberry Whitfield
Souder Tiahrt Wicker
Stearns Tiberi Wilson (NM)
Strickland Turner Wilson (SC)
Sullivan Udall (CO) Wolf
Sweeney Upton Wu
Tancredo Van Hollen Wynn
Tanner Visclosky Young (AK)
Tauscher Walden (OR) Young (FL)
NAYS—84
Abercrombie Hinchey Pallone
Ackerman Holt Pascrell
Allen Honda Pastor
Baldwin Jackson (IL) Payne
Becerra Jackson-Lee Pelosi
Berman (TX) Rahall
Blumenauer Johnson, E. B. Rangel
Brady (PA) Kilpatrick (MI) Roybal-Allard
Brown (OH) Kucinich Sabo
Capps Lee Sanchez, Linda
Capuano Levin T.
Clay Lewis (GA) Sanders
Conyers Lofgren, Zoe Schakowsky
Crowley Lynch Scott (VA)
Cummings Maloney Serrano
Davis (IL) Markey Solis
DeGette McDermott Stark
Delahunt McGovern Thompson (CA)
DeLauro McKinney Tierney
Emanuel Meehan Velazquez
Engel Meeks (NY) Wasserman
Farr Michaud Schultz
Fattah Miller, George Waters
Filner Mollohan Watson
Frank (MA) Nadler Watt
Green, Al Neal (MA) Waxman
Grijalva Oberstar Weiner
Gutierrez Olver Wexler
Hastings (FL) Owens Woolsey

NOT VOTING—22

Bilirakis Hyde Smith (NJ)
Brown, Corrine Moore (WI) Spratt
Carson Moran (KS) Stupak
Diaz-Balart, M. Northup Towns
Dingell Obey Udall (NM)
Eshoo Rothman Weldon (PA)
Ford Royce

Green, Gene Rush
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The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the resolution,
H. Res. 56, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, the
remainder of this series of votes will be
conducted as 5-minute votes.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 415, nays 1,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 17]

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS) (during the vote). Members
are advised that there are 2 minutes re-
maining in this vote.
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Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MEEKS of New
York, Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr.
MEEHAN changed their vote from
‘“‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. DICKS and Mr. HAYES changed
their vote from ‘“‘nay”’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 16, my card didn’t register while |
was on the floor. Had | been present, | would
have voted “no.”

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 16, had | been present, | would
have voted “no.”

COMMENDING PALESTINIAN PEO-
PLE FOR HOLDING FREE AND
FAIR PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

pending business is the question of sus-

pending the rules and agreeing to the

resolution, H. Res. 56.

YEAS—415

Abercrombie Cox Harman
Ackerman Cramer Harris
Aderholt Crenshaw Hart
Akin Crowley Hastings (FL)
Alexander Cubin Hastings (WA)
Andrews Cuellar Hayes
Baca Culberson Hayworth
Bachus Cummings Hefley
Baird Cunningham Hensarling
Baker Davis (AL) Herger
Baldwin Davis (CA) Herseth
Barrett (SC) Dayvis (FL) Higgins
Barrow Davis (IL) Hinchey
Bartlett (MD) Davis (KY) Hinojosa
Barton (TX) Davis (TN) Hobson
Bass Davis, Jo Ann Hoekstra
Bean Davis, Tom Holden
Beauprez Deal (GA) Holt
Becerra DeFazio Honda
Berkley DeGette Hooley
Berman Delahunt Hostettler
Berry DeLauro Hoyer
Biggert DeLay Hulshof
Bishop (GA) Dent Hunter
Bishop (NY) Diaz-Balart, L. Inglis (SC)
Bishop (UT) Dicks Inslee
Blackburn Doggett Israel
Blumenauer Doolittle Issa
Blunt Doyle Istook
Boehlert Drake Jackson (IL)
Boehner Dreier Jackson-Lee
Bonilla Duncan (TX)
Bonner Edwards Jefferson
Bono Ehlers Jenkins
Boozman Emanuel Jindal
Boren Emerson Johnson (CT)
Boswell Engel Johnson (IL)
Boucher English (PA) Johnson, E. B.
Boustany Etheridge Johnson, Sam
Boyd Evans Jones (NC)
Bradley (NH) Everett Jones (OH)
Brady (PA) Farr Kanjorski
Brown (OH) Fattah Kaptur
Brown (SC) Feeney Keller
Brown-Waite, Ferguson Kelly

Ginny Filner Kennedy (MN)
Burgess Fitzpatrick (PA) Kennedy (RI)
Burton (IN) Flake Kildee
Butterfield Foley Kilpatrick (MI)
Buyer Forbes Kind
Calvert Ford King (IA)
Camp Fortenberry King (NY)
Cannon Fossella Kingston
Cantor Foxx Kirk
Capito Frank (MA) Kline
Capps Franks (AZ) Knollenberg
Capuano Frelinghuysen Kolbe
Cardin Gallegly Kucinich
Cardoza Garrett (NJ) Kuhl (NY)
Carnahan Gerlach LaHood
Carson Gibbons Langevin
Carter Gilchrest Lantos
Case Gillmor Larsen (WA)
Castle Gingrey Larson (CT)
Chabot Gohmert Latham
Chandler Gonzalez LaTourette
Chocola Goode Leach
Clay Goodlatte Lee
Cleaver Gordon Levin
Clyburn Granger Lewis (CA)
Coble Graves Lewis (GA)
Cole (OK) Green (WI) Lewis (KY)
Conaway Green, Al Linder
Conyers Grijalva Lipinski
Cooper Gutierrez LoBiondo
Costa Gutknecht Lofgren, Zoe
Costello Hall Lowey
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Lucas Pascrell Shimkus
Lungren, Daniel  Pastor Shuster

E. Payne Simmons
Lynch Pearce Simpson
Mack Pelosi Skelton
Maloney Pence Slaughter
Manzullo Peterson (MN) Smith (NJ)
Marchant Peterson (PA) Smith (TX)
Markey Pgtrl ) Smith (WA)
Marshall P}ckermg Snyder
Matheson Pitts Sodrel
McCarthy Platts Solis
McCaul (TX) Poe Souder
McCollum (MN) Pombo
McCotter Pomeroy Spratt
McCrery Porter Stark
McDermott Portman Ste?,rns
McGovern Price (GA) Strickland
McHenry Price (NC) Sullivan
McHugh Pryce (OH) Sweeney
McIntyre Putnam Tancredo
McKeon Radanovich Tanner
McKinney Rahall Tauscher
McMorris Ramstad Taylor (MS)
McNulty Rangel Taylor (NC)
Meehan Regula Terry
Meek (FL) Rehberg Thomas
Meeks (NY) Reichert Thompson (CA)
Melancon Renzi Thompson (MS)
Menendez Reyes Thornberry
Mica Reynolds Tiahrt
Michaud Rogers (AL) Tiberi
Millender- Rogers (KY) Tierney

McDonald Rogers (MI) Turner
M}ller (FL) Rohrabacher Udall (CO)
Miller (MI) Ros-Lehtinen Upton
M?Her (NC) Ross Van Hollen
M%ller, Gary Roybal-Allard Velazquez
ﬁlllllerl,1 George goyce . Visclosky

ollohan uppersberger
Moore (KS) Ryan (OH) aden (OR)
Moore (WI) Ryan (WI) Wamp
Moran (VA) Ryun (KS) Wasserman
Murphy Sabo Schultz
Murtha Salazar e

2 : aters
Musgrave Sanchez, Linda Watson
Myrick T.
Nadler Sanchez, Loretta Watt
Napolitano Sanders Wa?‘m’”‘
Neal (MA) Saxton Weiner
Neugebauer Schakowsky Weldon (FL)
Ney Schiff Weller
Norwood Schwartz (PA) Westmoreland
Nunes Schwarz (MI) Wegle}’
Nussle Scott (GA) Whitfield
Oberstar Scott (VA) Wicker
Obey Sensenbrenner Wilson (NM)
Olver Serrano Wilson (SC)
Ortiz Sessions Wolf
Osborne Shadegg Woolsey
Otter Shaw Wu
Owens Shays Wynn
Oxley Sherman Young (AK)
Pallone Sherwood Young (FL)
NAYS—1
Paul
NOT VOTING—17

Allen Eshoo Rush
Bilirakis Green, Gene Stupak
Brady (TX) Hyde Towns
Brown, Corrine Moran (KS) Udall (NM)
Diaz-Balart, M. Northup Weldon (PA)
Dingell Rothman

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining in this vote.
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URGING THE EUROPEAN UNION TO
MAINTAIN ITS ARMS EMBARGO
ON THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
agreeing to the resolution, H. Res. 57.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GALLEGLY) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 57, on which the yeas and nays are
ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 3,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 18]
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Kingston Nadler Scott (VA)
Kirk Napolitano Sensenbrenner
Kline Neal (MA) Serrano
Knollenberg Neugebauer Sessions
Kolbe Ney Shadegg
Kucinich Norwood Shaw
Kuhl (NY) Nunes Shays
LaHood Nussle Sherman
Langevin Obey Sherwood
Lantos Olver Shimkus
Larsen (WA) Ortiz Shuster
Larson (CT) Osborne Simmons
Latham Otter Simpson
LaTourette Owens Skelton
Leach Oxley Slaughter
Lee Pallone Smith (NJ)
Levin Pascrell Smith (TX)
Lewis (CA) Pastor Smith (WA)
Lewis (GA) Payne Snyder
Lewis (KY) Pearce Sodrel
Linder Pelosi Solis
Lipinski Pence Souder
LoBiondo Peterson (MN) Spratt
Lofgren, Zoe Peterson (PA) Stark
Lowey Petri Stearns
Lucas Pickering Strickland
Lungren, Daniel Pitts Sullivan

E. Platts Sweeney
Lynch Poe Tancredo
Mack Pombo Tanner
Maloney Pomeroy Tauscher
Marchant Porter Taylor (MS)
Markey Portman Taylor (NC)
Marshall Price (GA) Terry
Matheson Price (NC) Thomas
McCarthy Pryce (OH) Thompson (CA)
McCaul (TX) Putnam Thompson (MS)
McCollum (MN) Radanovich Thornberry
McCotter Rahall Tiberi
McCrery Ramstad Tierney
McDermott Rangel Turner
McGovern Regula Udall (CO)
McHenry Rehberg Upton
McHugh Reichert Van Hollen
McIntyre Renzi Velazquez
McKeon Reyes Visclosky
McMorris Reynolds Walden (OR)
McNulty Rogers (AL) Walsh
Meehan Rogers (KY) Wamp
Meek (FL) Rohrabacher Wasserman
Meeks (NY) Ros-Lehtinen Schultz
Melancon Ross Waters
Menendez Roybal-Allard Watson
Mica Royce Watt
Michaud Ruppersberger Waxman
Millender- Ryan (OH) Weiner

McDonald Ryan (WI) Weldon (FL)
Miller (FL) Ryun (KS) Weller
Miller (MI) Sabo Westmoreland
Miller (NC) Salazar Wexler
Miller, Gary Sanchez, Linda Whitfield
Miller, George T Wicker

Sanchez, Loretta

Mollohan Wilson (NM)
Moore (KS) Sanders Wilson (SC)
Moore (WI) Saxton Wolf
Moran (VA) Schakowsky Woolsey
Murphy Schiff Wu
Murtha Schwartz (PA) Wynn
Musgrave Schwarz (MI) Young (AK)
Myrick Scott (GA) Young (FL)
NAYS—3

McKinney Oberstar Paul

NOT VOTING—19
Bilirakis Hyde Stupak
Brown, Corrine Manzullo Tiahrt
Davis (KY) Moran (KS) Towns
Diaz-Balart, M. Northup Udall (NM)
Dingell Rogers (MI) Weldon (PA)
Eshoo Rothman
Green, Gene Rush

Ms. BERKLEY changed her vote from
unayn to uyea.n

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call vote No. 17, | was inadvertently detained.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.”

YEAS—411

Abercrombie Clay Gibbons
Ackerman Cleaver Gilchrest
Aderholt Clyburn Gillmor
AKkin Coble Gingrey
Alexander Cole (OK) Gohmert
Allen Conaway Gonzalez
Andrews Conyers Goode
Baca Cooper Goodlatte
Bachus Costa Gordon
Baird Costello Granger
Baker Cox Graves
Baldwin Cramer Green (WI)
Barrett (SC) Crenshaw Green, Al
Barrow Crowley Grijalva
Bartlett (MD) Cubin Gutierrez
Barton (TX) Cuellar Gutknecht
Bass Culberson Hall
Bean Cummings Harman
Beauprez Cunningham Harris
Becerra Davis (AL) Hart
Berkley Dayvis (CA) Hastings (FL)
Berman Dayvis (FL) Hastings (WA)
Berry Davis (IL) Hayes
Biggert Davis (TN) Hayworth
Bishop (GA) Dayvis, Jo Ann Hefley
Bishop (NY) Davis, Tom Hensarling
Bishop (UT) Deal (GA) Herger
Blackburn DeFazio Herseth
Blumenauer DeGette Higgins
Blunt Delahunt Hinchey
Boehlert DeLauro Hinojosa
Boehner DeLay Hobson
Bonilla Dent Hoekstra
Bonner Diaz-Balart, L. Holden
Bono Dicks Holt
Boozman Doggett Honda
Boren Doolittle Hooley
Boswell Doyle Hostettler
Boucher Drake Hoyer
Boustany Dreier Hulshof
Boyd Duncan Hunter
Bradley (NH) Edwards Inglis (SC)
Brady (PA) Ehlers Inslee
Brady (TX) Emanuel Israel
Brown (OH) Emerson Issa
Brown (SC) Engel Istook
Brown-Waite, English (PA) Jackson (IL)

Ginny Etheridge Jackson-Lee
Burgess Evans (TX)
Burton (IN) Everett Jefferson
Butterfield Farr Jenkins
Buyer Fattah Jindal
Calvert Feeney Johnson (CT)
Camp Ferguson Johnson (IL)
Cannon Filner Johnson, E. B.
Cantor Fitzpatrick (PA) Johnson, Sam
Capito Flake Jones (NC)
Capps Foley Jones (OH)
Capuano Forbes Kanjorski
Cardin Ford Kaptur
Cardoza Fortenberry Keller
Carnahan Fossella Kelly
Carson Foxx Kennedy (MN)
Carter Frank (MA) Kennedy (RI)
Case Franks (AZ) Kildee
Castle Frelinghuysen Kilpatrick (MI)
Chabot Gallegly Kind
Chandler Garrett (NJ) King (IA)
Chocola Gerlach King (NY)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining in this vote.
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
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Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall vote
No. 18, | was inadvertently detained. Had |
been present, | would have voted “yea.”

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall vote No. 18, | was unavoidably de-
tained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall vote No. 18, | was unable to cast my
vote. Had | been able to vote, | would have
voted “yea.”

———

RELATING TO FREE ELECTION IN
IRAQ HELD ON JANUARY 30, 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of
agreeing to the resolution, House Reso-
lution 60, on which the yeas-and-nays
were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 404, nays 9,
answered ‘‘present’’ 3, not voting 18, as
follows:

The

[Roll No. 19]

YEAS—404

Abercrombie Capuano English (PA)
Ackerman Cardin Etheridge
Aderholt Cardoza Evans
Akin Carnahan Everett
Alexander Carson Farr
Allen Carter Fattah
Andrews Case Feeney
Baca Castle Ferguson
Bachus Chabot Filner
Baird Chandler Fitzpatrick (PA)
Baker Chocola Flake
Baldwin Clay Foley
Barrett (SC) Cleaver Forbes
Barrow Clyburn Ford
Bartlett (MD) Coble Fortenberry
Barton (TX) Cole (OK) Fossella
Bass Conaway Foxx
Bean Conyers Frank (MA)
Beauprez Cooper Franks (AZ)
Becerra Costa Frelinghuysen
Berkley Costello Gallegly
Berman Cox Garrett (NJ)
Berry Cramer Gerlach
Biggert Crenshaw Gibbons
Bishop (GA) Crowley Gilchrest
Bishop (NY) Cubin Gillmor
Bishop (UT) Cuellar Gingrey
Blackburn Culberson Gohmert
Blumenauer Cummings Gonzalez
Blunt Cunningham Goode
Boehlert Davis (AL) Goodlatte
Boehner Davis (CA) Granger
Bonilla Davis (FL) Graves
Bonner Dayvis (IL) Green (WI)
Bono Davis (KY) Green, Al
Boozman Davis (TN) Grijalva
Boren Davis, Jo Ann Gutierrez
Boswell Davis, Tom Gutknecht
Boucher Deal (GA) Hall
Boustany DeFazio Harman
Boyd DeGette Harris
Bradley (NH) Delahunt Hart
Brady (PA) DeLauro Hastert
Brady (TX) DeLay Hastings (FL)
Brown (OH) Dent Hastings (WA)
Brown (SC) Diaz-Balart, L. Hayes
Brown-Waite, Dicks Hayworth

Ginny Doggett Hefley
Burgess Doolittle Hensarling
Burton (IN) Doyle Herger
Butterfield Drake Herseth
Buyer Dreier Higgins
Calvert Duncan Hinchey
Camp Edwards Hinojosa
Cannon Ehlers Hobson
Cantor Emanuel Hoekstra
Capito Emerson Holden
Capps Engel Holt
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Honda Meek (FL) Sabo
Hooley Meeks (NY) Salazar
Hostettler Melancon Sanchez, Linda
Hoyer Menendez T.
Hulshof Mica Sanchez, Loretta
Hunter Michaud Sanders
Inglis (SC) Millender- Saxton
Inslee McDonald Schakowsky
Israel Miller (FL) Schiff
Issa Miller (MI) Schwartz (PA)
Istook Miller (NC) Schwarz (MI)
Jackson (IL) Miller, Gary Scott (GA)
Jackson-Lee Miller, George Scott (VA)
(TX) Mollohan Sensenbrenner
Jefferson Moore (KS) Serrano
Jenkins Moore (WI) Sessions
Jindal Moran (VA) Shadegg
Johnson (CT) Murphy Shaw
Johnson (IL) Murtha Shays
Johnson, E. B. Musgrave Sherman
Johnson, Sam Myrick Sherwood
Jones (NC) Nadler Shimkus
Jones (OH) Napolitano Shuster
Kanjorski Neal (MA) Simmons
Kaptur Neugebauer Simpson
Keller Ney Skelton
Kennedy (MN) Norwood Slaughter
Kennedy (RI) Nunes Smith (NJ)
Kildee Nussle Smith (TX)
Kilpatrick (MI) Oberstar Smith (WA)
Kind Obey
King (IA) Olver ggggjlr
King (NY) Ortiz Solis
Kingston Osborne Souder
Kirk Otter Spratt
Kline Oxley Stearns
Knollenberg Pallone .
Strickland
Kolbe Pascrell Sullivan
Kuhl (NY) Pastor
Tancredo
LaHood Pearce
. ; Tanner
Langevin Pelosi Tauscher
Lantos Pence

Taylor (MS)

Larsen (WA) Taylor (NC)

Larson (CT)

Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)

Latham Petri Terry
LaTourette Pickering Thomas
Leach Pitts Thompson (CA)
Levin Platts Thompson (M)
Lewis (CA) Poe Thornberry
Lewis (KY) Pombo Tiahrt
Linder Pomeroy T%berl
Lipinski Porter Tierney
LoBiondo Portman Turner
Lofgren, Zoe Price (GA) Udall (CO)
Lowey Price (NC) Upton
Lucas Pryce (OH) Van Hollen
Lungren, Daniel  Putnam Velazquez
E. Radanovich Visclosky
Lynch Rahall Walden (OR)
Mack Ramstad Walsh
Maloney Rangel Wamp
Manzullo Regula Wasserman
Marchant Rehberg Schultz
Markey Reichert Watt
Marshall Renzi Waxman
Matheson Reyes Weiner
McCarthy Reynolds Weldon (FL)
McCaul (TX) Rogers (AL) Weller
McCollum (MN)  Rogers (KY) Westmoreland
McCotter Rogers (MI) Wexler
McCrery Rohrabacher Whitfield
McGovern Ros-Lehtinen Wicker
McHenry Ross Wilson (NM)
McHugh Roybal-Allard Wilson (SC)
MclIntyre Royce Wolf
McKeon Ruppersberger Wu
McMorris Ryan (OH) Wynn
McNulty Ryan (WI) Young (AK)
Meehan Ryun (KS) Young (FL)
NAYS—9
Kucinich McKinney Waters
Lee Paul Watson
McDermott Stark Woolsey

ANSWERED “PRESENT""—3

Lewis (GA) Owens Payne

NOT VOTING—18

Bilirakis Green, Gene Rush
Brown, Corrine Hyde Stupak
Diaz-Balart, M. Kelly Sweeney
Dingell Moran (KS) Towns
Eshoo Northup Udall (NM)
Gordon Rothman Weldon (PA)
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining in this vote.

0O 1452

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, due to a
death in my family, | was unable to participate
in today’s votes. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yea” on all four of today’s re-
corded votes.

———
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, on the afternoon of
February 1 and February 2, 2005, | was ab-
sent for several votes and regret missing
them. Had | been present, | would have voted:
Vote No. 14, Honoring the contributions of
Catholic Schools—*“yea”; No. 15, Dalip Singh
Saund Post Office Building Designation—
“yea”; No. 16, Expressing the continued sup-
port of Congress for equal access of military
recruiters to institutions of higher education—
“yea”; No. 17, Commending the Palestinian
people for conducting a free and fair presi-
dential election—"yea”; No. 18, Expressing
the strong concern of the House of Represent-
atives that the European Union may end its
embargo against the Peoples Republic of
China—"yea”; and No. 19, Relating to the free
election in Irag held on January 30, 2005—
“yea.”

————
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on House
Concurrent Resolution 36, previously
passed in this series of votes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

———
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time for the purpose of inquiring of the
majority leader the schedule for the
week to come.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I would be
pleased to yield to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas, the majority lead-
er, for the purposes of informing us of
the schedule.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished whip, the gentleman
from Maryland, for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, the House will convene
on Tuesday at 2 p.m. for legislative
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business. We will consider several
measures under suspension of the rules.
A final list of those bills will be sent to
Members’ offices by the end of the
week. Any votes called on those meas-
ures will be rolled until 6:30 p.m.

On Wednesday and Thursday, the
House will convene at 10 a.m. We likely
will consider additional legislation
under suspension of the rules, as well
as H.R. 418, the Real ID Act of 2005.

Finally, I would like to remind Mem-
bers that we do not plan, do not plan,
to have votes next Friday, February 11.

And I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me, and I would be happy to an-
swer any questions he may have.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I thank the gentleman for the
schedule.

With reference to the Real ID bill,
Mr. Leader, can you tell us at this
point in time the type of rule that that
will be considered under; and, in par-
ticular, what amendments, not nec-
essarily specific amendments, but
whether amendments will be allowed,
motions to recommit, and items of
that nature.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, I would
assume that the Committee on Rules
would follow a process similar to the
one that they followed for the rest of
the 9/11 Commission’s recommenda-
tions, and that is to have a structured
rule that allows for a variety of amend-
ments. But I will let the chairman of
the Committee on Rules make an-
nouncements on that and reserve deci-
sions for the committee on what those
amendments will be.

I can tell the gentleman that we are
contemplating, although actions by the
Committee on Rules will need to be
taken, contemplating a rule that would
merge the border security bill into an-
other bill, another must-pass piece of
legislation, not knowing what that
would be. But, obviously, the supple-
ment could be a candidate for that.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time once again, I presume the gen-
tleman is talking about merged at
some later date. Obviously, the must-
pass bill would not be available next
week. Am I correct?

Mr. DELAY. That is correct.

Mr. HOYER. So the gentleman is
talking about merging it at some time
in the future after passage?

Mr. DELAY. That is correct.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Leader, with respect
to the energy bill, it is my under-
standing that there is some discussion
that the energy bill may proceed not
next week but the week following. Can
you tell me whether that is a reason-
able possibility, or probability?

Mr. DELAY. We are contemplating
several major pieces of legislation that
we would hope to complete before the
Easter break, and we are also contem-
plating several bills that we con-
template completing prior to the Presi-
dents’ Day district work period.

The comprehensive energy bill, which
we passed in the last Congress and in
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the 107th Congress, is a very high pri-
ority for this year. There is a good
chance that we could consider a na-
tional energy policy bill before the
Presidents’ Day district work period.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Leader, I might say
that I think all of us understand the
importance of energy legislation. All of
us understand the necessity to become
energy independent. I would suggest, in
that framework, that I think person-
ally that we can pass an energy bill.
Obviously, there are some items that
are in the energy bill or that are pro-
posed for the energy bill that have sig-
nificant opposition on one side of the
aisle or the other.

I would hope, Mr. Leader, if we could,
in working with the various committee
Chairs, and I suppose most primarily
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON) and the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL) in this respect, to come
to as bipartisan an agreement on the
substance of that bill so that we could
see it not just pass through the House
of Representatives, which may be in-
teresting in terms of the political
claim that we passed it, but which does
nothing for our energy independence,
which is, I think, our objective.

So I would hope that we could deal
with this in as bipartisan a fashion as
possible so that when we send it to the
other body that we may have more suc-
cess there, more success out of con-
ference, and send a bill to the Presi-
dent that will facilitate both energy
independence and the effective and effi-
cient discovery, development, and de-
livery at retail to the consumer of en-
ergy options. I do not know whether
you want to say anything.

Mr. DELAY. Well, Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
would just say that the gentleman is
right. We will try our best to reach out
and make this bill as bipartisan as pos-
sible.

I would just remind the gentleman
that this bill, this energy package, has
passed, I cannot recall every time, but
many times in the last Congress; and it
even passed this House as a conference
report. Each time that the energy bill
has gone through this House, whether
it be the House bill or in the conference
report, it has enjoyed a very large
Democrat vote.

So, yes, I would hope that the chair-
men of the respective committees that
have a piece of this bill, and I would
also remind the gentleman that the
Committee on Ways and Means has a
very big piece of this bill, would reach
out to their ranking members and
work to put together as bipartisan a
bill as possible.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for referencing the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, but I cer-
tainly agree with him that having the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS) and the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) work closely together,
and perhaps their respective Chairs of
the subcommittees that might deal
with that work together, would be
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very, very useful to accomplishing an
objective as opposed to simply passing
a bill that then languishes in the Con-
gress and never gets to the President.

If, in fact, we consider that, and it
sounds to me like we certainly do not
have enough information to determine
whether or not the week after next the
energy bill might be on the floor, but if
and when it comes to the floor, Mr.
Leader, would you contemplate the
possibility of having an open rule on
that piece of legislation, given its im-
portance and scope?

I am happy to yield to the gentleman
for a response, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. DELAY. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding to me, Mr. Speaker.

We have not discussed any rule. Ac-
tually, we are discussing with the rel-
evant committee chairmen whether we
can get it that quickly or not. But I
would imagine that the Committee on
Rules would have the same sort of rule
that we have had on this bill for the
last couple of years. So I would not see
anything changing.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I would
hope on that bill, because of its great
importance to the security of the Na-
tion and to all of our consumers of en-
ergy, which is to say all of us, that we
would have as broad a consideration of
it as possible so that we could get
everybody’s ideas put on the floor,
voted up or down, and move the bill
with as big a consensus as we can ac-
complish.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the majority
leader.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

——————

CONDITIONAL ADJOURNMENT TO
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 2005

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 2
p.m. on Friday, February 4, 2005, unless
it sooner has received a message from
the Senate transmitting its concur-
rence in House Concurrent Resolution
39, in which case the House shall stand
adjourned pursuant to that concurrent
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
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SOCIAL SECURITY TELE-SCARE
TACTICS

(Mrs. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of
Florida asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend her remarks.)

Mrs. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I have repeatedly
stated I will oppose any cut in Social
Security benefits to retirees or near re-
tirees. However, many groups are using
this debate to once again bully Ameri-
cans. The most recent examples are the
telephone scare calls that were made
anonymously throughout Florida that
began actually in my congressional dis-
trict. Why my district? Because I have
the highest number of people on Social
Security. These people who hide behind
anonymity have no courage. It reminds
me of the Wizard of Oz and hiding be-
hind the great curtain.

The bottom line is, under the bill
that I introduced, H.R. 266, it will stop
any proposal to reduce benefits dead in
its track. I recommit my promise in
that bill that I introduced, H.R. 266,
the Social Security Protection Act.
Congress would not even be able to
consider a bill that reduces benefits to
retirees.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The Chair desires to make
an announcement.

After consultation with the majority
and minority leaders, and with their
consent and approval, the Chair an-
nounces that tonight when the two
Houses meet in joint session to hear an
address by the President of the United
States, only the doors immediately op-
posite the Speaker and those on his left
and right will be open.

No one will be allowed on the floor of
the House who does not have the privi-
lege of the floor of the House.

Due to the large attendance that is
anticipated, the Chair feels that the
rule regarding the privilege of the floor
must be strictly adhered to.

Children of Members will not be per-
mitted on the floor, and the coopera-
tion of all Members is requested.

The practice of reserving seats prior
to the joint session by placard will not
be allowed. Members may reserve their
seats by physical presence only fol-
lowing the security sweep of the Cham-
ber.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will now recognize Members for
special orders not beyond 5 p.m., at
which time the Chair will declare the
House in recess.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
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uary 4, 2005, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana. addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO ) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———
EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to claim the time
of the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

————————

GRANT EQUITY TO FILIPINO WWII
VETERANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the House of Representatives
Committee on Veterans Affairs, I rise
to urge my colleagues to support the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) and myself who have re-
introduced H.R. 302, the Filipino Vet-
erans Equity Act. This bill addresses a
60-year-old injustice which has cut to
the heart of each and every Filipino
American in this Nation and which was
acknowledged in the last congressional
session by over 200 cosponsoring Mem-
bers of Congress, many veterans serv-
ice organizations, religious organiza-
tions and many State and local offi-
cials in addition.

Sixty years ago, Filipino soldiers liv-
ing in the Philippines, which was a ter-
ritory of the United States, were draft-
ed into service during World War II by
an executive order of President Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt. Under the command
of General Douglas MacArthur, Fili-
pino soldiers fought side by side with
forces from the United States main-
land, defending the American flag in
the now-famous battles of Bataan and
Corrigidor.

Thousands of Filipino prisoners of
war died, both on the Bataan Death
March and in prisoner of war camps, at
the rate of 50 to 200 a day. They en-
dured 4 long years of occupation by the
Japanese. The soldiers fortunate
enough to escape capture, together
with other Filipino citizens, fought
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guerilla war against the occupation
forces. These guerilla attacks foiled
the plans of the Japanese for a quick
takeover of the region and allowed the
United States the needed time to re-
group to defeat the invading army.

After the liberation of the Phil-
ippines, the United States used the
strategically located Commonwealth of
the Philippines as a base from which to
launch the final efforts to win the war
in the Pacific.

With their vital participation so evi-
dent, one would assume that the
United States would be grateful to
their Filipino comrades, so it is hard to
believe that soon after the war ended
Congress voted in the 1946 Rescissions
Act to take away the benefits and rec-
ognition that many Filipino World War
IT veterans were promised.

These veterans are now in their
eighties and in need of health care.
Many are dying each year. Their last
wish is to be recognized as honored vet-
erans of the TUnited States Armed
Forces. Please support H.R. 302 to re-
store the rescinded benefits to Filipino
World War II veterans, many of whom
have now become citizens of the United
States. Please cosponsor H.R. 302 to re-
store the dignity of Filipino World War
II veterans for their defense of our
common democratic ideals.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CULBERSON). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MURPHY) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MURPHY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———————

SMART SECURITY AND THE CASE
FOR LEAVING IRAQ, PART 4

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, first, I
want to congratulate the courageous
Iraqi people who participated in last
Sunday’s election to nominate legisla-
tors to write Iraq’s Constitution.

My congressional district gets it
when it comes to the importance of
elections to our democracy. In Novem-
ber’s Presidential election, a record
89.5 percent of registered voters in
Marin and Sonoma Counties turned out
to vote.

The problem is that irresponsible be-
havior has been a guiding principle of
the administration’s behavior in lead-
ing the Nation to war in Iraq. This has
been a dishonest war from the word go.
The President said he had heard evi-
dence of weapons of mass destruction
in Iraq, yet to date no weapons of mass
destruction have been found. President
Bush himself has officially called off
the hunt for weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

The Iraq invasion has made the Mid-
dle East a more violent and unstable
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place, and it has made America less se-
cure at home by creating a terrorist
breeding ground in a country that was
not a haven for terrorist organizations
like al Qaeda before we invaded it. The
sad irony is that after our Nation was
attacked on 9/11 by al Qaeda, the Bush
administration’s response was to bomb
and kill civilians in one of the few
countries in the Middle East that was
inhospitable to al Qaeda.

Mr. Speaker, there is no justice in an
operation based purely on ideological
reasons, reasons that caused the deaths
of more than 1,400 Americans and un-
told thousands of Iraqis, not to men-
tion well more than 10,000 American
troops injured and very, very severely
wounded.

So now that Iraq’s elections are com-
pleted, we in the United States must
ensure that the people of Iraq control
their own affairs as Iraq transitions to-
ward democracy. In fact, Sunday’s
election in Iraq gives the United States
yet another opportunity to get back on
track in Iraq. We can do this by sup-
porting the Iraqi people, not through
our military but through international
cooperation to help rebuild Iraq’s eco-
nomic and physical infrastructure. We
owe this to the people of Iraq, people
who are being killed by the thousands,
and to our troops who are sitting ducks
for terrorists.

Last week, I introduced H. Con. Res.
35 with 24 original cosponsors, legisla-
tion that will help secure Iraq for the
future and ensure that America’s role
in Iraq actually does make America
safer. My plan for Iraq is part of a larg-
er, smarter security strategy, which is
a sensible multilateral, American re-
sponse to terrorism that will ensure
America’s security by relying on
smarter policies.

The withdrawal plan I have proposed
includes four major components.

First, develop and implement a plan
to begin the immediate withdrawal of
U.S. troops from Iraq. The soldiers who
have died in Iraq leave behind grieving
loved ones whose lives will never be the
same because of the war in Iraq. The
best way to support our troops is to re-
move them from harm’s way.

Second, develop and implement a
plan for the reconstruction of Iraq’s
civil and economic infrastructure. The
United States has a moral responsi-
bility to clean up the mess we made in
Iraq, but that responsibility needs to
be fulfilled not by our military but by
humanitarian groups and companies
that will help rebuild Iraq’s infrastruc-
ture, and not through no-bid contracts
to companies like Halliburton and
Bechtel.

Third, convene an emergency meet-
ing of leadership, Iraq’s neighbors, the
United Nations, and the Arab League
to create an international peace-
keeping force in Iraq and to replace
U.S. military forces with Iraqi police
and National Guard forces to ensure
Iraq’s security.

Iraq’s security problems are still the
most serious cause for concern in the
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country, and Iraq requires an inter-
national peacekeeping force to address
this problem, not the United States
military. A peacekeeping force sup-
ported by Iraq’s neighbors and the
global community will provide real le-
gitimacy to a conflict that has flown in
the face of international law from its
very beginning.

Fourth, take all steps to provide the
Iraqi people with opportunity to con-
trol their internal affairs. The Iraqi
people cannot truly control their own
affairs until the United States military
has ceded back authority to the Iraqi
people. That is why it is essential for
Iraq’s police and National Guard forces
to manage Iraqg’s security, not the
United States military.

Mr. Speaker, let me be clear. We
should not abandon Iraq. There is still
a critical role for the United States in
providing the developmental aid that
can help create a robust civil society,
build schools and water processing
plants and ensure that Iraq’s economic
infrastructure becomes fully viable.

In the end, this is the smarter option
and we must begin always taking the
smarter path if we are to succeed in
Iraq.

————

PUBLICATION OF THE RULES OF
THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED
SERVICES 109TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, in accordance
with clause 2 of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, | am submitting the
Rules of the Committee on Armed Services for
printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

These rules were adopted on Wednesday,
January 26, 2005 at a public meeting of the
full committee, with a quorum being present.

RULES GOVERNING PROCEDURE OF THE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
RULE 1. APPLICATION OF HOUSE RULES

The Rules of the House of Representatives
are the rules of the Committee on Armed
Services (hereinafter referred to in these
rules as the ‘“Committee’) and its sub-
committees so far as applicable.

RULE 2. FULL COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

(a) The Committee shall meet every
Wednesday at 10:00 a.m., and at such other
times as may be fixed by the chairman of the
Committee (hereinafter referred to in these
rules as the ‘‘Chairman’’), or by written re-
quest of members of the Committee pursuant
to clause 2(c) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives.

(b) A Wednesday meeting of the Committee
may be dispensed with by the Chairman, but
such action may be reversed by a written re-
quest of a majority of the members of the
Committee.

RULE 3. SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING DATES

Each subcommittee is authorized to meet,
hold hearings, receive evidence, and report
to the Committee on all matters referred to
it. Insofar as possible, meetings of the Com-
mittee and its subcommittees shall not con-
flict. A subcommittee chairman shall set
meeting dates after consultation with the
Chairman, the other subcommittee chair-
men, and the ranking minority member of
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the subcommittee with a view toward avoid-
ing simultaneous scheduling of committee
and subcommittee meetings or hearings
wherever possible.

RULE 4. SUBCOMMITTEES

Pursuant to the authority granted by Sec-
tion 3(b), relating to Separate Orders, of H.
Res. 5 as adopted by the House of Represent-
atives on January 4, 2005, the Committee
shall be organized to consist of six standing
subcommittees with the following jurisdic-
tions:

Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land
Forces: All Army and Air Force acquisition
programs (except strategic weapons and lift
programs, special operations and informa-
tion technology accounts). In addition, the
subcommittee will be responsible for all
Navy and Marine Corps aviation programs,
National Guard and Army and Air Force re-
serve modernization, and ammunition pro-

grams.
Subcommittee on Readiness: Military
readiness, training, logistics and mainte-

nance issues and programs. In addition, the
subcommittee will be responsible for all
military construction, installations and fam-
ily housing issues, including the base closure
process.

Subcommittee on Terrorism, Unconven-
tional Threats and Capabilities: Department
of Defense counter proliferation and counter
terrorism programs and initiatives. In addi-
tion, the subcommittee will be responsible
for Special Operations Forces, the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency, infor-
mation technology and programs, force pro-
tection policy and oversight, and related in-
telligence support.

Subcommittee on Military Personnel: Mili-
tary personnel policy, reserve component in-
tegration and employment issues, military
health care, military education and POW/
MIA issues. In addition, the subcommittee
will be responsible for Morale, Welfare and
Recreation issues and programs.

Subcommittee on Strategic Forces: Stra-
tegic Forces (except deep strike systems),
space programs, ballistic missile defense and
Department of Energy national security pro-
grams (except non-proliferation programs).

Subcommittee on Projection Forces: Navy
and Marine Corps programs (except strategic
weapons, space, special operations and infor-
mation technology programs), deep strike
bombers and related systems, and strategic
1lift programs.

RULE 5. COMMITTEE PANELS

(a) The Chairman may designate a panel of
the Committee consisting of members of the
Committee to inquire into and take testi-
mony on a matter or matters that fall with-
in the jurisdiction of more than one sub-
committee and to report to the Committee.

(b) No panel so appointed shall continue in
existence for more than six months. A panel
s0 appointed may, upon the expiration of six
months, be reappointed by the Chairman.

(¢) No panel so appointed shall have legis-
lative jurisdiction.

RULE 6. REFERENCE AND CONSIDERATION OF

LEGISLATION

(a) The Chairman shall refer legislation
and other matters to the appropriate sub-
committee or to the full Committee.

(b) Legislation shall be taken up for a
hearing or markup only when called by the
Chairman of the Committee or sub-
committee, as appropriate, or by a majority
of those present and voting.

(c) The Chairman, with approval of a ma-
jority vote of a quorum of the Committee,
shall have authority to discharge a sub-
committee from consideration of any meas-
ure or matter referred thereto and have such
measure or matter considered by the Com-
mittee.
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(d) Reports and recommendations of a sub-
committee may not be considered by the
Committee until after the intervention of
three calendar days from the time the report
is approved by the subcommittee and avail-
able to the members of the Committee, ex-
cept that this rule may be waived by a ma-
jority vote of a quorum of the Committee.

RULE 7. PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS

AND MEETINGS

Pursuant to clause 2(g2)(3) of rule XI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, the
Chairman of the Committee or of any sub-
committee or panel shall make public an-
nouncement of the date, place, and subject
matter of any committee or subcommittee
hearing at least one week before the com-
mencement of the hearing. However, if the
Chairman of the Committee or of any sub-
committee or panel, with the concurrence of
the respective ranking minority member of
the Committee, subcommittee or panel, de-
termines that there is good cause to begin
the hearing sooner, or if the Committee, sub-
committee or panel so determines by major-
ity vote, a quorum being present for the
transaction of business, such chairman shall
make the announcement at the earliest pos-
sible date. Any announcement made under
this rule shall be promptly published in the
Daily Digest, promptly entered into the com-
mittee scheduling service of the House Infor-
mation Resources, and promptly posted to
the internet web page maintained by the
Committee.

RULE 8. BROADCASTING OF COMMITTEE
HEARINGS AND MEETINGS

Clause 4 of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives shall apply to the
Committee.

RULE 9. MEETINGS AND HEARINGS OPEN TO THE
PUBLIC

(a) Each hearing and meeting for the trans-
action of business, including the markup of
legislation, conducted by the Committee or a
subcommittee shall be open to the public ex-
cept when the Committee or subcommittee,
in open session and with a majority being
present, determines by record vote that all
or part of the remainder of that hearing or
meeting on that day shall be in executive
session because disclosure of testimony, evi-
dence, or other matters to be considered
would endanger the national security, would
compromise sensitive law enforcement infor-
mation, or would violate any law or rule of
the House of Representatives. Notwith-
standing the requirements of the preceding
sentence, a majority of those present, there
being in attendance no fewer than two mem-
bers of the Committee or subcommittee,
may vote to close a hearing or meeting for
the sole purpose of discussing whether testi-
mony or evidence to be received would en-
danger the national security, would com-
promise sensitive law enforcement informa-
tion, or would violate any law or rule of the
House of Representatives. If the decision is
to proceed in executive session, the vote
must be by record vote and in open session,
a majority of the Committee or sub-
committee being present.

(b) Whenever it is asserted by a member of
the committee that the evidence or testi-
mony at a hearing may tend to defame, de-
grade, or incriminate any person, or it is as-
serted by a witness that the evidence or tes-
timony that the witness would give at a
hearing may tend to defame, degrade, or in-
criminate the witness, notwithstanding the
requirements of (a) and the provisions of
clause 2(g)(2) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, such evidence or
testimony shall be presented in executive
session, if by a majority vote of those
present, there being in attendance no fewer

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

than two members of the Committee or sub-
committee, the Committee or subcommittee
determines that such evidence may tend to
defame, degrade or incriminate any person.
A majority of those present, there being in
attendance no fewer than two members of
the Committee or subcommittee, may also
vote to close the hearing or meeting for the
sole purpose of discussing whether evidence
or testimony to be received would tend to de-
fame, degrade or incriminate any person.
The Committee or subcommittee shall pro-
ceed to receive such testimony in open ses-
sion only if the Committee or subcommittee,
a majority being present, determines that
such evidence or testimony will not tend to
defame, degrade or incriminate any person.

(¢c) Notwithstanding the foregoing, and
with the approval of the Chairman, each
member of the Committee may designate by
letter to the Chairman, a member of that
member’s personal staff with Top Secret se-
curity clearance to attend hearings of the
Committee, or that member’s sub-
committee(s) (excluding briefings or meet-
ings held under the provisions of committee
rule 9(a)), which have been closed under the
provisions of rule 9(a) above for national se-
curity purposes for the taking of testimony.
The attendance of such a staff member at
such hearings is subject to the approval of
the Committee or subcommittee as dictated
by national security requirements at that
time. The attainment of any required secu-
rity clearances is the responsibility of indi-
vidual members of the Committee.

(d) Pursuant to clause 2(g)(2) of rule XI of
the Rules of the House of Representatives,
no Member, Delegate, or Resident Commis-
sioner may be excluded from
nonparticipatory attendance at any hearing
of the Committee or a subcommittee, unless
the House of Representatives shall by major-
ity vote authorize the Committee or sub-
committee, for purposes of a particular se-
ries of hearings on a particular article of leg-
islation or o